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This research study explored the effects of principals' 
leadership styles on teachers' attitude toward the inclusion 
of handicapped students in the regular classroom. This 
study addressed differences in attitudes toward inclusion of 
teachers who had differing numbers of special education 
courses, those who had had previous experience in inclusion, 
and those who were involved in inclusion. The study also 
addressed attitudes of teachers toward inclusion based on 
gender, age, and educational training. 
The population for this study consisted of teachers 
from twenty randomly selected elementary schools and their 
principals. There were 256 teachers from the twenty 
randomly selected schools. 
The instruments used were the Attitude Toward Inclusion 
Inventory (ATI) and the Change Facilitator Style Question¬ 
naire (CFSQ). Factors addressed on the ATI Inventory were 
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learning capability, inclusion, traditional limiting dis¬ 
ability, and classroom factors. The CFSQ addressed concern 
for people, organizational efficiency, and strategic sense. 
Analysis of Variance, Frequencies, T-Test, Oneway, and 
Correlation were used for statistical analysis in this 
study. The probability level of .05 was used to test each 
hypothesis for acceptance or rejection. 
The findings indicated that principals' leadership 
styles did not affect teachers' attitudes toward the inclu¬ 
sion of special education students in the regular classroom. 
However, significant data were produced which suggest that 
males and females differ in their attitude toward the inclu¬ 
sion of handicapped students in the regular classroom when 
the disabilities do not impede academic progress. Teachers 
with educational levels of a master's degree and beyond 
tended to agree with the inclusion of handicapped students 
in the regular classroom. Teachers with the most years of 
teaching experience tended to disagree with inclusion. The 
number of special education classes completed had a signifi¬ 
cant influence upon teachers' attitude toward inclusion. 
Those teachers who had had special education students in 
their class tended to agree more with including handicapped 
students in the regular classroom. 
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Presently, there is a growing trend to include all 
handicapped students in the mainstream of education. This 
process is called inclusion, and it requires the integrating 
of handicapped children in the regular program, with all 
appropriate special education services necessary to meet 
the child's needs included in that setting (Rogers 1994). 
Schools of inclusion are those that have developed programs 
that promote the meaningful involvement of all students in 
the regular classroom, regardless of the nature of their 
disability. 
If inclusion is to be successful, the administrator 
must become a change agent promoting the best methodology 
for those involved in helping the handicapped students. In 
order for the administrator to become an effective change 
agent, he/she must understand all of the ramifications of 
inclusion. His/her role will require highly developed 
interpersonal and problem-solving skills as well as the 
ability to see situations through the eyes of teachers, 
parents, students, and others. 
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Inclusion is a movement that deals with ways of 
educating special education students which will be a radical 
change for educators. The administrators will depend upon 
the teachers to implement, or cooperate with, corrective or 
remedial programs designed for these students' specific 
needs. More than likely, there will be some resistance to 
this change. Margolis and McCabe (1989) noted that resis¬ 
tance often develops when teachers are asked to change their 
styles or strategies of working with students. To eliminate 
such resistance, administrators must understand the source 
from which this resistance originates and work toward a 
common ground to ensure that the program is successful. 
For a number of reasons, the inclusion movement has 
gained momentum in the educational arena. Some reasons 
frequently cited are the benefits to the students. Voeltz 
(1980) found that with proper guidance students can learn in 
integrated settings to understand, respect, be sensitive to, 
and grow comfortable with the individual differences and 
similarities among their peers. Stainback and Stainback 
(1988) through their research showed that students can 
learn to interact, communicate, develop friendships, work 
together, and assist one another based on their individual 
strengths and needs. Berres and Knoblock (1987) indicated 
that when given individualized, adaptive, and cooperative 
learning programs, all students can be provided an oppor¬ 
tunity to achieve their potential in an integrated setting 
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in which all students with disabilities receive their total 
education within the regular education classroom with appro¬ 
priate special education services necessary to meet their 
needs . 
Another and perhaps more powerful reason for edu¬ 
cating all students in regular education is the ill effects 
of segregation and separation in the schools. As Chief 
Justice Earl Warren stated in the landmark 1954 Brown v. 
Board of Education decision: 
Separateness in education can generate a feeling of 
inferiority as to children's status in the community 
that may affect hearts and minds in a way likely 
never to be undone. The sense of inferiority 
affects the motivation of a child to learn and has a 
tendency to retard educational and mental develop¬ 
ment (Warren 1954, 493). 
In the opinion of Stainback, Stainback, and Bunch (1989), 
integrated education is the best and most humane way to 
proceed in educating all handicapped students in regular 
education . 
Advocates of inclusion feel it important to note 
that special education was developed to deal with children 
and young adults who needed an educational curriculum that 
was different from the ones offered in the regular class¬ 
room. This fact takes on additional significance when those 
who advocate inclusion stress the fact that society still 
demands qualifications and credentials acquired through the 
education system, and to be excluded from the "ordinary" 
system is a sign of nonachievement. Occupational success, 
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social mobility, and other privileges are legitimized by the 
educational system. Stainback and Stainback (1989) further 
emphasized the fact that those who receive a "special" 
rather than "ordinary" education in many instances are 
denied education, jobs, and economic opportunities. 
One of the results of the concern for litigation 
surrounding inclusion opportunities for handicapped children 
was the passage of Public Law 94-142 (1975) , the Education 
for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA), and the 1990 Amer¬ 
icans with Disabilities Act (ADA), P.L. 100-336. The EHA 
(1975) mandated education of handicapped children as the 
responsibility of public education. One of the .legislative 
mandates of the act was the provision of education in the 
"least restrictive environment." The ADA represents an 
important opportunity to eliminate the barriers to indepen¬ 
dence and productivity for individuals with disabilities. 
The ADA extends to people with disabilities civil rights 
similar to those now available on the basis of race, color, 
sex, national origin, and religion under the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (Georgia Advocacy Office). 
Within the discussions of inclusion and surrounding 
issues and litigation, a new debate has emerged in the 
special education literature. Central to this debate is the 
Regular Education Initiative (REI). This REI movement calls 
for a radical reform or integration of special and general 
education . 
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Despite wide coverage of the REI in the special 
education and remedial education literature, little has been 
written in the regular education literature (Anderegg 1989) . 
In the regular education literature, the problem of inclu¬ 
sion has been addressed from the perspective of attitude and 
limited adaptive instruction (Brooks and Woolfolk 1987, 
Rohrkemper and Corno 1988). 
As researchers and advocates of inclusion Stainback, 
Stainback, and Bunch (1984) emphasized the importance of the 
merger of regular and special education. By assigning some 
students to "special" education, we physically separate them 
from their peers. Others, although mainstreamed, carry with 
them the label "special" and are separated psychologically 
both in their own minds and in the minds of their teachers 
from their "regular" peers. One way to solve the problems 
created by maintaining two educational systems would be to 
merge special and regular education into one unified system 
of regular education structured to meet the unique needs of 
all students. Merger involves the incorporation of all the 
resources and services (e.g., funding, curriculum, person¬ 
nel) from both regular and special education into a single 
regular educational system. 
The educational system is gradually moving away 
from the segregated practices of the dual systems of special 
and regular education. Providing all students an equal 
opportunity to have their educational needs met within the 
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mainstream of regular education has become top priority on 
the special educators' agenda. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
effects of principals' leadership styles on teachers' 
attitude toward the inclusion of handicapped students in 
regular classrooms. Other issues addressed that may affect 
teachers' attitude toward inclusion were educational train¬ 
ing, number of years of professional teaching experience, 
number of special education classes completed, classroom 
experience in teaching handicapped children; that is, those 
teachers who presently or previously had special education 
students included in their classes. The population for this 
study consisted of a random sample of elementary school 
teachers and principals in a metropolitan school system. 
The leadership styles of principals could have a 
profound effect upon teachers' attitude toward inclusion. 
This attitude may affect the success or failure of the 
inclusion process. Not only may these attitudes affect the 
program, but the learning process may be affected as well. 
Background of the Problem 
It was not until approximately 1800 in North America 
that the great majority of students considered disabled 
learners were deemed worthy of education at all. Thus, for 
most students considered poor, minority, and/or disabled, 
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the first hurdle was merely to receive an education; inte¬ 
gration into the mainstream of education would come much 
later. 
Benjamin Rush, an American physician in the late 
1700s, was one of the first to introduce the concept of 
educating persons with disabilities. As the need for these 
types of institutions became greater, other programs were 
established. The New England Asylum for the Education of 
the Blind was founded in 1829 in Watertown, Massachusetts, 
and the Experiential School for Teaching and Training 
Idiotic Children was founded in 1846 in Burre, Massachu¬ 
setts. Even though institutions were established for the 
disabled, not all students with disabilities were receiving 
an education at this time. It was not until the mid-1800s 
that Samuel Howe advocated the education of all children, 
an idea that did not reach reality until over a century 
later with the passage of P.L. 94-142 in the United States 
(Stainback, Stainback, and Bunch 1989). 
Even with the passage of compulsory attendance 
laws in the early 1900s, many children with disabilities 
continued to be excluded from the public schools. As cited 
in Sigmon (1983), almost all children who were wheelchair- 
bound, not toilet trained, or considered ineducable were 
excluded because of the problems that schooling them would 
entail. 
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Teachers in the regular classroom perceived the 
educators working in special education classes as having 
special training and/or a special capacity for the work. 
They were a breed apart, and it was inappropriate in 
educating students in wheelchairs and/or students who had 
difficulty learning academics. This type of reasoning 
contributed to the creation of what might be termed "little 
red schoolhouses" for students considered exceptional. As 
special classes increased in number, attitudes among regular 
and special educators and evolving administrative models for 
segregated education ensured that regular and special educa¬ 
tion developed on parallel rather than converging lines 
(Stainback, Stainback, and Bunch 1989). 
While special classes and special day schools began 
to gain momentum in the early 1900s, educational programs in 
asylums and residential institutions for students with dis¬ 
abilities remained a dominant growing and expanding force in 
educating students labeled as special until the mid-1900s. 
It was not until the 1950s and 1960s that special classes in 
public schools became the preferred educational delivery 
system for most students with disabilities; however, resi¬ 
dential institutions and special schools remained the norm 
for educating students who were blind, deaf, and physically 
handicapped (Sigmon 1983) . 
During the 1950s and 1960s, the educational needs of 
disabled students experienced considerable growth in support 
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and resources. Noted educational leaders such as Lloyd Dunn 
(1968) and Goldberg and Cruickshank (1958) had begun advo¬ 
cating the rights of students with disabilities to learn in 
more normalized school environments with their peers. The 
restrictions imposed by segregated settings such as institu¬ 
tions, special schools, and special classes were being 
viewed for the first time on a fairly widespread basis as 
inappropriate and unfavorable. 
It was not until the 1970s that the ruling of the 
1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision for students with 
disabilities began to be widely enacted in the United 
States. Court decisions in Pennsylvania and the District of 
Columbia in 1971 and 1972, respectively, established the 
right of all children labeled as mentally retarded to a free 
and appropriate education. This made it much more difficult 
for students with disabilities to be excluded from the 
public schools and denied an education (Warren 1954) . 
In 1973 the Rehabilitation Act, Section 504, and 
later amendments guaranteed the right of persons with handi¬ 
caps in employment and in educational institutions that 
receive federal monies. Due to pressure by parents, courts, 
and legislatures, P.L. 94-142 (the Education for All Handi¬ 
capped Children Act) was passed in 1975 and enacted in 1978. 
This law stipulates that no children, regardless of disabil¬ 
ity, can be denied an appropriate public education in the 
least restrictive environment. It thus extended the right 
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to a free public education to all children, to be offered in 
the least segregated arrangement possible. Spurred by the 
passage of P.L. 94-142, all states by 1976 had passed laws 
subsidizing public school programs for students with dis¬ 
abilities. In addition, several national associations for 
regular educators passed resolutions in support of main- 
streaming, and many states began requiring regular class 
teachers to take coursework to prepare them for mainstream¬ 
ing (Barnes 1991). 
Advocates for the education of students with severe 
and profound disabilities in regular neighborhood schools 
continued to show their concern by establishing support 
organizations. In 1979, the Association for Persons with 
Severe Handicaps (TASH) adopted a resolution calling for 
the education of all students with severe disabilities in 
regular neighborhood schools with their nonhandicapped 
peers. A few years later, the National Society for Children 
and Adults with Autism adopted a similar resolution calling 
for the termination of segregated placements (Stainback, 
Stainback, and Forest 1989). 
Public pressure for the integration of children with 
severe and profound disabilities increased. The CELDIC 
Report (Commission on Emotional and Learning Disorders in 
Children 1970, 400) began the decade with the recommendation 
that : 
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because of the negative effects of separate educa¬ 
tion facilities, educational authorities should 
minimize the isolation of children with emotional 
and learning disorders and plan programs for them 
that as far as possible would retain children within 
the regular school curricula and activities. 
Now, as we approach the year 2000, the goal of 
universal inclusion education is potentially within reach 
(Stainback, Stainback, and Bunch 1989). For most students 
considered poor, minority, and/or disabled, the first hurdle 
was merely to receive an education. Integration into the 
mainstream of education is now in focus. 
This historical review indicated that society is 
gradually moving away from the segregationist practices of 
the past and toward providing all students an equal oppor¬ 
tunity to have their educational needs met by inclusion 
within the regular education program. 
Statement of the Problem 
Literature and research have indicated that atti¬ 
tudes of teachers toward the handicapped child can influence 
the climate and the learning of the individual child (Stoler 
1991, Yates 1973). As inclusion of handicapped students 
into regular education classrooms gradually becomes a real¬ 
ity, it becomes necessary to determine attitudes of the 
classroom teachers and factors that may influence these 
attitudes. This study investigated the effects of prin¬ 
cipals' leadership styles on teachers' attitudes toward 
inclusion of handicapped students in the regular classroom. 
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Significance of the Study 
The passage of P.L. 94-192 in 1975 and P.L. 101-363 
in 1990 are indications of the progress that has been made 
toward the plight of disabled persons. The study adds to 
the existing body of knowledge by examining factors which 
influence the attitudes of teachers toward the inclusion of 
handicapped students in the regular classroom. 
Implications from this study can be utilized to 
determine the attitudinal levels of teachers toward prin¬ 
cipals' leadership styles. These implications can also be 
used to determine the impact these attitudes may have upon 
this new method of educating special education students. 
Research Questions 
This study was guided by the following research 
questions : 
1. Is there a significant relation between class¬ 
room teachers' attitudes toward inclusion, as measured by 
the four factors and overall score on the Attitude Toward 
Inclusion Inventory (ATI), and their perceptions of their 
principals' leadership style, as measured by the three 
dimensions and overall score on the Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire (CFSQ)? 
2. Is there a significant difference between male 
and female teachers in their attitude toward inclusion as 
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measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory? 
3. Is there a significant difference among the age 
groups of teachers in their attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory? 
4. Is there a significant difference among the 
educational levels of teachers in their attitude toward 
inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall score 
on the ATI Inventory? 
5. Is there a significant difference in the number 
of years of teaching experience and teachers' attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory? 
6. Is there a significant difference in the number 
of special education classes completed and teachers' atti¬ 
tude toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and 
overall score on the ATI Inventory? 
7. Is there a significant difference between 
teachers who are practicing inclusion and those who are not 
in their attitude toward inclusion as measured by the four 
factors and overall score on the ATI Inventory? 
8. Is there a significant difference between 
teachers who have previously practiced inclusion and those 
who have not in their attitude toward inclusion as measured 
by the four factors and overall score on the ATI Inventory? 
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9. Is there a significant difference between 
teachers' and principals' attitudes toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory? 
Summary 
This chapter provided an introduction on the inclu¬ 
sion of handicapped students in the regular mainstream of 
education. It outlined the purpose of the study, specified 
the problem investigated, gave the background of the prob¬ 
lem, explained the significance of the study, and stated the 
research questions. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Inclusion is a relatively new term with respect to 
special education and the servicing of special education 
students in the regular education classroom. New informa¬ 
tion is emerging daily from various authors. Special educa¬ 
tors, administrators, and regular classroom teachers are 
sharing their experiences of collaborations as they undergo 
the task of inclusion and team teaching. 
This chapter presents a review of the literature 
related to the study. The literature review is divided into 
five sections. 
Historical Background 
In order to gain a full understanding of inclusion, 
one must have an understanding of special education in gen¬ 
eral and how these concepts evolved in American education. 
Therefore, a historical overview of special education is 
presented to show the treatment of handicapped individuals 
throughout history. 
For most of the past twenty years, guaranteeing a 
free and appropriate education for disabled students formed 
the epicenter of special educators' and advocates' efforts. 
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Weiner (1990) , in preparing a special report for the Educa¬ 
tion of the Handicapped magazine, found that with the access 
battle largely behind, special educators are staking out a 
new and exciting agenda for the 1990s: improving the qual¬ 
ity of special education programs and teaching over the next 
ten years and beyond. 
There are many possible beginnings for a discussion 
of the current status of education of students with handi¬ 
capping conditions. The discussion can start with Brown 
v. Board of Education (347 U.S. 483). In doing so, three 
points can be noted: (1) the importance of education to the 
life and minds of children, (2) the framework concerning the 
inherent inequality of separate education, and (3) recogni¬ 
tion that the advocacy efforts in the 1960s and 1970s on 
behalf of persons with disabilities were drawn from the 
context of the civil rights movement. One of the tactics 
which the disability rights movement learned from the black 
civil rights movement was how to produce change in policies 
and practices through use of both the legal system and the 
legislature. Indeed, many see developments in special 
education as the logical outgrowth of civil rights efforts 
of an earlier period (Gartner and Lipsky 1987) . 
Between 1966 and 1974, a series of federal laws 
focusing on children with disabilities and the services they 
needed were enacted together. These laws can be seen as 
capacity building: preparing personnel, launching a set of 
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discretionary grant programs, establishing the Bureau of 
Education for the Handicapped in what was then the U.S. 
Office of Education, providing capital funds, developing 
regional centers for deaf-blind children, and establishing 
authority for research and demonstration projects. 
The concerns of adults with disabilities were 
addressed in the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The act pro¬ 
vided a comprehensive program of vocational rehabilitation 
and independent living, established a federal board to coor¬ 
dinate and monitor access to public buildings and transpor¬ 
tation, prohibited discrimination in employment, required 
affirmative action by federal agencies and federal contrac¬ 
tors, and proclaimed a national mandate prohibiting discrim¬ 
ination against the handicapped by recipients of federal 
assistance (Section 504). 
Parents of children with disabilities were essential 
contributors in the legislative strategy and took the lead 
in litigation. The parent groups followed the precedent of 
Brown v. Board of Education in their assertion of the essen¬ 
tial importance of education. Two key decisions, Pennsyl¬ 
vania Association of Retarded Citizens [PARC] v. Common¬ 
wealth (334 F. Supp. 1257) and Mills v. Board of Education 
(348 F. Supp. 866) in 1971 and 1972, respectively, rejected 
reasons school districts had given for excluding students 
with handicapping conditions. In PARC, the federal district 
court overturned a Pennsylvania law that had relieved 
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schools of the responsibility of enrolling "uneducable" or 
"untrainable" children. Basing its opinion on extensive 
expert testimony, the court ruled that mentally retarded 
children could benefit from education. In Mills v. Board of 
Education, the federal district court ruled that a school 
district's financial exigencies could not be the basis for 
excluding students with handicaps. 
The 1970s and 1980s saw advances in special educa¬ 
tion far beyond what any advocate had dared to hope. But 
now that access to special education is guaranteed and pro¬ 
cedures to ensure that access are routine, the question is: 
What could possibly be left to accomplish? The answer, say 
special educators and advocates, is to look away from the 
traditional arena of change, public policy, and legisla¬ 
tion and refocus attention on curriculum, methodology, and 
teaching (Weiner 1990) . 
Focusing on the equality of special education 
instruction is inexorably tied to that of regular education, 
as the 1980s trend to integrate disabled and nondisabled 
students has turned into an accepted practice. This prac¬ 
tice in the 1990s has been termed inclusion. Inclusion is a 
term used to refer to the commitment to educate each child, 
to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and class¬ 
room he or she would otherwise attend if not disabled. It 
involves bringing the support services to the child, rather 
than moving the child to the services, and requires only 
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that the child will benefit from being in the class rather 
than having to keep up with the other students (Rogers 
1994) . 
Rogers (1994) further stated that two different 
lines of reasoning have converged in the inclusion movement. 
The first is the civil argument that segregated education is 
inherently unequal and therefore a violation of the rights 
of the children who are segregated. The second line of 
reasoning is that empirical analyses of the outcomes from 
established special education programs indicate that they 
just have not worked. In spite of the steady expansion of 
a costly special education bureaucracy, the children served 
in special education programs have not shown the expected 
benefits in developing academic, social, or vocational 
skills. 
This concern for the educational welfare of handi¬ 
capped individuals has grown throughout history. During the 
late 1970s and early 1980s, those students considered more 
mildly or moderately handicapped began to be integrated into 
regular class placements on at least a part-time basis, and 
many students who had not been served in the past (those 
considered severely or profoundly handicapped) increasingly 
began to receive educational services in regular neighbor¬ 
hood schools with involvement in regular school environments 
such as the cafeteria, playground, library, halls, buses, 
and restrooms (Lusthaus 1988, Stainback and Stainback 1985). 
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In 1986, the United States Office of Special Educa¬ 
tion and Rehabilitation Services in the U.S. Department of 
Education issued the "Regular Education Initiative" (Will 
1986). The purpose was to find ways to serve students clas¬ 
sified as having mild and moderate disabilities in regular 
classrooms by encouraging special education and other 
special programs to form a partnership with regular educa¬ 
tion. Margaret Wang, Jack Birch, and Maynard Reynolds, 
among others, have been strong supporters of the initiative 
(Reynolds and Birch 1988; Wang, Reynolds, and Walberg 1987). 
By the middle to late 1980s there also was greater 
attention and recognition of the need to educate all stud¬ 
ents, not just those labeled mildly and moderately handi¬ 
capped, in the mainstream of regular education (Berres and 
Knoblock 1987, Forest 1987, Stainback and Stainback 1987). 
At about the same time, as a means to accomplish this, it 
was proposed to merge special and regular education into a 
single comprehensive regular education system (Gartner and 
Lipsky 1987) . 
Also during this time, advocacy was begun for an 
experimentation with actually integrating students with 
severe and profound disabilities into regular classrooms on 
a part- or full-time basis (Forest 1987, Stainback and 
Stainback 1988). In 1988, the Association for Persons with 
Severe Handicaps adopted a resolution that called for the 
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education of students classified as having severe and pro¬ 
found disabilities in regular education. 
Despite the steady trend throughout American history 
toward including all students in the mainstream of regular 
education (Reynolds and Birch 1982) , there have also been 
attempts to slow, stop, and even reverse the trend. Such 
attempts to impede inclusion policies are evident even 
today. For instance, despite mandates for placement of 
students in a least restrictive educational environment, 
some states have actually increased restrictive, segregated 
placements. Likewise, some states have made more rigid 
their categorical teacher certification, and some organiza¬ 
tions and states have proposed the reinstitution of segre¬ 
gated schools for students with disabilities (Gartner and 
Lipsky 1987) . 
Students with severe health problems who needed 
continuous medical monitoring received their academic 
instruction in the isolated settings of residential facil¬ 
ities, hospitals, and homes. Now, however, historic educa¬ 
tion laws have opened public school classroom doors to the 
medically fragile or physically challenged students. These 
laws include Section 504G of the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112), the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) and its 1986 Amendments 
(P.L. 99-457) , and the Individuals with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (P.L. 101-336). 
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Physically challenged students are the fastest 
growing population of children receiving special education 
services. Advances in medical technology ensure declining 
mortality rates and improve the chances of preventing or 
curing many diseases and disorders (Knight and Wadsworth 
1993) . Recent U.S. Department of Education figures indicate 
that approximately 147,000 students are being treated for 
physical disabilities, of which 41,000 are orthopedically 
handicapped, 43,000 are other health impaired, and 63,000 
are multiple-handicapped. 
While school district central office personnel face 
the legal, financial, and administrative issues associated 
with these students, regular classroom teachers and special 
education professionals must form a team to effectively 
serve this growing population. 
Litigation and the Educational 
Rights of the Handicapped 
For many years the courts of the United States were 
flooded with lawsuits relating to the responsibility of 
government to handicapped children and adults. These cases 
focused on the rights of all handicapped children to receive 
an appropriate education in public and private institutions. 
They also extended to every child the right to be classified 
and placed in an appropriate educational setting. 
Litigation was most often used by parents as the 
form of communication to achieve positive change for the 
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retarded because it usually was the greatest agency for 
change, enacting legislation, and changing administrative 
practices. Parents and advocates refused to be denied 
access to a system that was designed for all children, 
regardless of their handicaps. The purpose of litigation 
was to make sure that the rights of handicapped children and 
adults were not violated. It became necessary when children 
identified as generally or specifically handicapped, includ¬ 
ing the mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, physically 
handicapped, speech and hearing impaired, or any other dis¬ 
ability category, were unlawfully prevented from receiving 
appropriate public education or discriminated against by 
inappropriately assigning them to special programs (Osby 
1987). 
Quisenberry (1981) reported that litigation con¬ 
cerning equality of education for blacks can be viewed as a 
foundation for the litigation concerning handicapped stud¬ 
ents. He cited the Supreme Court decision in Brown v. 
Topeka Board of Education as one of many landmark decisions 
implicating the concern for the nation's children. Quisen¬ 
berry (1981) contended that this decision, which established 
the right to equal education, ensured that those educational 
services provided to any citizen had to be provided to all. 
Bancroft (1980) cited several other litigated cases 
in his discussion of historical aspects of the education of 
exceptional persons. In dealing with the doctrine of "right 
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to treatment," he acknowledged the decision in the Rouse v. 
Cameron case, in which a person confined in an institution 
for the insane claimed improper treatment. The plaintiff 
contended that adequacy of treatment was a basis for his 
confinement and therefore petitioned habeas corpus. The 
District of Columbia held that habeas corpus was used 
properly, and it was a valid way for a confined person to 
test whether he should be released as well as test the 
question of adequacy of treatment. Bancroft noted that the 
Rouse opinion suggested that a number of constitutional 
safeguards were being overlooked in any institution in which 
treatment and/or rehabilitation does not follow confinement. 
He also cited the Massachusetts 1968 case of Nason v. 
Bridgewater, which had similar findings in which the plain¬ 
tiff was merely being held in custody by reason of insanity 
without due concern for his advancement or progress. 
The landmark decision of Wyatt v. Sticknev was 
appealed under the name Wyatt v. Adderhold and involved a 
class action suit against Alabama hospitals which had men¬ 
tally retarded patients who claimed that the treatment was 
inhumane. In his discussion of the legal aspects of special 
education, Bancroft (1980) cited three important principles 
of treatment adopted by the courts throughout the country: 
first, a humane psychological and physical environment; 
second, a qualified staff in numbers sufficient to adminis¬ 
ter adequate treatment; and third, individualized treatment 
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plans. He highlighted the similarity in mental hospitals 
and similar institutions and the right to "individualize 
education" in the field of general and special education. 
In this case it was explicitly indicated that the state of 
Alabama could not use the lack of money as an excuse for 
failure to maintain adequate and proper conditions for 
proper treatment. 
O'Reilly (1986) cited Mills v. Board of Education of 
the District of Columbia (1972) , Larry P. v. Riles (1972) , 
and Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children [PARC] v. 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) as several of the cases 
concerned with interpreting the school district's responsi¬ 
bilities in providing free and appropriate education for 
handicapped children. PARC v. Commonwealth extended legal 
precedents which had been established in civil rights cases 
to the needs of the handicapped. The Mills v. Board of 
Education case determined that due process must be employed 
in the eudcational placement of handicapped individuals, and 
it further rejected school districts' claims that free and 
appropriate education could not be provided due to the lack 
of funds. 
Schultz and Turnbull (1984) related that the PARC v. 
Commonwealth case provided the climax to litigation with a 
ruling that every child has a right to an education in 
his/her home school district. 
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This class action suit was instituted by parents of 
handicapped students. Seven children had been excluded from 
public education. Three were in public residential institu¬ 
tions with no educational program, and the other children 
lived at home. U.S. District Judge Joseph Waddy issued an 
order requiring the Washington Board of Education to provide 
educational services to "excluded exceptional children." 
This case established the principle of "inclusion" of all 
exceptional children in future class action suits (Stephens, 
Blackhurst, and Magliocca 1588). 
The law is clear: each child is to have an indi¬ 
vidually designed education plan and should be in a place¬ 
ment designed to accomplish the agreed-upon objectives. 
To place all handicapped children automatically in self- 
contained classrooms is contrary to the law. Equally, plac¬ 
ing every special education eligible pupil in a regular 
classroom, as a matter of rule or policy, would also violate 
the provisions of the IDEA (McKee and Barbe 1993) . 
When parents and school personnel disagree, courts 
determine when inclusion in a regular classroom is appropri¬ 
ate for a child. It is useful to look at how these courts 
reason. 
The following court cases concerned four mentally 
impaired youngsters in four different parts of the United 
States. Three of the four involved children with Down's 
Syndrome. The parents of each believed that their child's 
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educational needs could be met best by fully including the 
pupil in a regular classroom. Due process hearings and 
eventually court appeals followed as parents and schools 
tried to reconcile their opposing views. The courts' 
rulings, however, were different. 
The case that most hearing officers and judges use 
for guidance is that of Daniel R. v. State Board of Educa¬ 
tion (1989). The appellate court affirmed a federal dis¬ 
trict court decision in Texas that Daniel's needs should be 
met in a special class. Daniel was in contact with nonhan¬ 
dicapped youngsters only for lunch and recess. This court 
laid down a four-part test for reviewing proper placement in 
such cases. First, can the child's objectives be met in a 
regular classroom with appropriate aids and supportive 
services? Second, will the child receive benefit from 
regular education? Third, what effect does this child's 
presence in the regular classroom have on the rest of the 
class? And, finally, what is the cost to the school? 
In Daniel's case, his prekindergarten teacher had 
made substantial and creative attempts to reach him. She 
had given him a disproportionate amount of her time. The 
curriculum had been modified, and yet he had received little 
educational benefit. The parents argued that contact with 
nonhandicapped children was its own benefit, but the court 
found that the stress shown by Daniel more than offset any 
advantages he might be receiving. Besides, the special 
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class placement had been tried and seemed to be working. 
Inclusion, therefore, was not warranted despite the law's 
clear preference for a least restrictive environment. 
The other three cases have had the opposite legal 
result. Christy Greer's parents sought to enroll her in 
regular kindergarten in Rome, Georgia, and resisted the 
school system's testing of their daughter (Greer v. Rome 
City School District 1992). They believed that the testing 
results were determined and would result in her being placed 
in a self-contained special education classroom. The par¬ 
ents kept Christy home for a year and worked with her to 
prepare her for kindergarten. She was enrolled the follow¬ 
ing year, at age seven, in the regular kindergarten class 
and, after an administrative hearing, Christy was evaluated 
by the school. An independent psychological evaluation 
recommended against a self-contained placement for fear that 
the opportunity to have peer models would not be present. A 
self-contained placement would not allow association with 
students of various intellectual abilities. 
The parents proposed that Christy remain in the 
regular class and receive speech services there. The school 
district recommended that she be placed in a self-contained 
class for moderately mentally handicapped pupils located 
in another school and be mainstreamed there for physical 
education, lunch, music, and assembly. The Circuit Court 
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of Appeals affirmed a lower court decision in favor of 
inclusion. 
Critical to the court's legal judgment was the 
testimony that only the two polar recommendations were 
considered. In Christy's case, the court wrote that her 
school must consider a full range of placement alternatives 
and take steps to try to accommodate pupils like Christy in 
regular classrooms during the individual education plan 
(IEP) development process. Of significance, perhaps, was 
the fact that Christy had been in the regular kindergarten 
class for two years by the time her case was heard by the 
federal district court. During that time she had ceased 
being unusually disruptive and had made some educational 
progress. 
A similar result occurred in the case of Rachael 
Halland v. Board of Education of Sacramento Unified School 
District (1992). Rachael's parents rejected the special 
class into which she was first placed in her California 
public school system, and they enrolled her in a private 
school where she was in a regular classroom. She stayed 
in this school in regular education classrooms during the 
three years that hearings and the court case occupied. The 
federal court finally decided that full-time inclusion in a 
regular class, with appropriate aids and services, was 
appropriate for Rachael. 
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Critical to the court's decision was the testimony 
of Rachael's private school teacher, who could show that 
Rachael was not disruptive and that she was gaining educa¬ 
tionally from class participation. She had made little 
progress during her time in the special education kinder¬ 
garten she initially attended in the public schools. With 
empirical evidence to support regular classroom inclusion 
and evidence showing little progress in a special class, the 
court's decision seems almost easy. 
A most recent case, still on appeal before the 
appropriate circuit court, is that of Rafael Oberti in 
Oberti v. Board of Education of the Borough of Clemton 
School District (1992). This Down's Syndrome child was 
evaluated prior to entering kindergarten in New Jersey. The 
school and his parents agreed on an IEP which called for him 
to attend a segregated class for half days in one school and 
a regular class, with speech therapy, at another school for 
the other half day. All of his academic goals were assigned 
to the special education class. He made progress in both 
settings, but he seemed to pose less of a problem in the 
special education class. The district proposed a self- 
contained class for the following years. His parents con¬ 
tinued to reject this proposal. 
The court found inclusion in a regular classroom 
warranted and made several findings. First, the court 
seemed persuaded by the parents' experts, who testified that 
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a multisensory approach like one that had proved beneficial 
to Rafael could be implemented in a regular classroom 
setting. Second, Rafael's problems were increased by the 
district's failing to provide adequate aids and services. 
Third, the court seemed put out that the system seemed 
closed-minded about examining other alternatives. And, 
finally, the court took notice of the changing methods and 
techniques being developed within the profession—changed 
teacher training, parallel instruction, and technical 
assistance teams, for example—which were increasing the 
benefits that children like Rafael could gain from regular 
class placement without unduly interfering with the progress 
of their nonhandicapped classmates. The court wrote that 
inclusive public education offers benefits to children with 
disabilities, to nondisabled students, and to the entire 
community. 
McKee and Barbe (1993) contended that this type of 
education increases the opportunity for individuals with 
disabilities to become fully functioning, coequal members of 
society. 
The law requires that students with disabilities 
be placed with their nondisabled peers to the maximum extent 
feasible, consistent with accomplishing their planned objec¬ 
tives. As techniques and technology change, feasibility 
will change and inclusiveness will also change. The law is 
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trying to keep pace with the changes in the profession 
itself. 
Historic laws have opened public school classroom 
doors to the handicapped child. These laws include Section 
504G of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (P.L. 93- 
112) , the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(P.L. 94-142) and its 1986 Amendments (P.L. 99-457) , and the 
Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-336). 
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EHA 
or P.L. 94-142) requires that to the maximum extent appro¬ 
priate, all handicapped children must be educated with 
nonhandicapped children. Segregation occurs only when the 
nature or severity of the handicap is such that integration 
with the use of physically assistant devices and related 
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. 
The Inclusion Model; Its Evolution 
and Advantages 
Prior to 1975, students with disabilities were 
typically excluded from the regular educational system. 
Many people believed that children with disabilities could 
not learn. People were concerned that these children would 
be ridiculed. There was also the assumption that they were 
happier with "their own kind" (Barnes 1991). 
In 1975, Congress passed Public Law 94-142, which 
mandates that all students have the right to a free, appro¬ 
priate public education. Under P.L. 94-142, each community 
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is required to provide an educational program for students 
with disabilities in the least restrictive environment. The 
law has had a wide-reaching impact on the entire educational 
system. No students can be denied access to an education; 
participation in the public educational system, in the least 
restrictive environment, is now a right for all. 
Passage of P.L. 94-142 has three major implications 
for children with disabilities: 
1. Children with disabilities now have the right to 
a free education. This means that the public 
school system is responsible, with no cost to 
the parent, for educating all children, includ¬ 
ing the child with severe disabilities. 
2. Each child has the right to an appropriate 
education. This means that each student is 
entitled to receive an educational program 
specifically designed to meet identified educa¬ 
tional needs. Under P.L. 94-142, educators and 
parents are expected to work together in teams 
to develop these individual education plans 
(IEPs) to ensure that each child's specific 
needs are fully met. 
3. Each child has the right to an education in the 
least restrictive environment. This means the 
right to participate within the entire public 
school system, rather than receiving services in 
a separate, isolated system. Being educated in 
the least restrictive environment means partici¬ 
pating in the typical educational system, both 
social and academic programs (Gartner and Lipsky 
1987) . 
Since the passage of P.L. 94-142, three models of 
service delivery emerged in the education of students with 
disabilities in public school settings. These models, which 
evolved over time, include the self-contained classroom, 
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mainstreaming, and inclusion. Each model reflects a differ¬ 
ent set of assumptions about the nature of disabilities. 
The relative successes of the self-contained classroom and 
mainstreaming models laid the foundation for the implementa¬ 
tion of the newest phase, a more refined and effective 
instructional approach for students with disabilities: 
inclusion. 
Inclusion, or the full integration of students with 
disabilities, goes well beyond the mainstreaming model. 
The term is used to refer to the commitment to educate each 
child, to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and 
classroom he or she would otherwise attend. It involves 
bringing the support services to the child rather than 
moving the child to the services and requires only that the 
child benefit from being in the class rather than having to 
keep up with the other students (Rogers 1993) . 
Inclusion does not assume that students can or 
should be arranged along a normal curve; rather, it assumes 
that the heterogeneity which exists among learners is a good 
thing. It contributes to the development of school communi¬ 
ties where people rely on one another's strengths. Models 
of development based on typically acquired milestones are 
thought to be inadequate for students with different devel¬ 
opmental expectancies. For them, functional curriculum 
which stresses personal independence and autonomy assumes 
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its rightful place in educational programming (Craig and 
Haggart 1993) . 
Research indicates that for students with disabil¬ 
ities, the development of academic and social skills in the 
regular classroom is a meaningful and effective way to 
learn. This type of structure reduces the need to general¬ 
ize from one environment to the next, produces numerous 
opportunities for practice, and offers the benefits of 
strong peer modeling and reinforcement. 
Craig and Haggart (1993) stated that educating all 
students in the typical school environment with their age- 
appropriate peers eliminates the problem of students getting 
locked into special programs with no way out. Because all 
students automatically belong in the regular school program, 
students are not expected to demonstrate certain skills in 
order to prove that they are ready to participate in that 
environment. Passing exit criteria to move from the special 
programs into the regular programs is no longer a barrier 
which permanently restricts certain students. 
In inclusive schools, the line between those 
teachers who work with the typical students and those 
working in special education is no longer clearly drawn. 
Students with disabilities participate in the same school 
system and with the same school staff as their peers. 
With inclusion, students with disabilities are part 
of the regular classroom, led by the regular classroom 
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teacher. Their academic programs are provided in this 
setting, with support to the level necessary by the special 
education teacher, an integrating aide, therapists, or other 
specialists. They take part in both the formal and informal 
social activities throughout the day. Through interaction 
with students their own age, they assimilate the interests 
and mannerisms of their peers. They may lose many of the 
stereotypic behaviors often associated with disabling 
conditions (Viadero 1992). 
Students with disabilities who attend inclusive 
schools participate in the full range of school events. 
They are provided with special services only as necessary 
according to the nature and severity of their specific 
disabilities. Each student's academic program draws from 
what is occurring in the regular classroom, with the neces¬ 
sary special assistance and modifications. Special thera¬ 
pies are also part of the regular instructional program. 
Students are no longer separated from the typical school 
environment through various segregated settings; they are 
just another member of the group. 
Advocates of inclusion believe that the inclusion 
model has advantages for everyone. This is what makes 
inclusion an effective educational model for the whole com¬ 
munity, as well as for students with disabilities. 
For students with disabilities, independence and the 
opportunity to learn how to do things for themselves are 
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important benefits. For students with developmental dis¬ 
abilities, this might mean acquiring basic communication and 
self-help skills. For students with learning disabilities, 
it might mean developing self-management techniques or 
organizational strategies. For students with physical dis¬ 
abilities, it might mean learning to use adaptive equipment 
for mobility and self-expression (Craig and Haggart 1993). 
Mastering individual objectives is facilitated by 
the presence of peers who may be learning similar things and 
others who provide social role models. With time, students 
with disabilities come to be perceived as having a contribu¬ 
tion to make to other classmates (Rogers 1993). 
Rogers further stated that in the regular school 
environment, students with disabilities learn to imitate 
the language and attitudes of their school mates. They 
learn to model age-appropriate school and social behaviors. 
Like their peers, they develop new skills simply by having 
ongoing opportunities to interact with a variety of other 
people. Their inclusion within the natural environment 
provides an opportunity to interact socially with their 
peers, like everyone else. 
Inclusion of students with disabilities also offers 
advantages to the typical students in the school. Learning 
at an early age that people are different helps students 
become more sensitive to and accepting of individual 
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differences. They learn that every individual can con¬ 
tribute something of value to others (Craig and Haggart 
1993) . 
Including all kinds of students in the classroom 
means that everyone has an opportunity to work with people 
who are different from themselves. Students learn how to 
care for and help others who need some extra assistance. 
They learn that it is appropriate to be friends with, help 
out, care for, and show their feelings for others who are 
different in some way (Blackman and Peterson 1989) . 
School personnel receive the benefit of working in 
a more accepting environment, where individuals are appre¬ 
ciated for their contributions rather than excluded for 
their differences. School staff have a common goal to 
provide appropriate instruction to all children in the com¬ 
munity; collaboration and cooperation, rather than exclusion 
and cooperation, establish the expectations and overall 
environment for the school (Stainback and Stainback 1988) . 
The community as a whole also benefits from 
inclusion. Resources are allocated toward all children, 
rather than selected subgroups. Inclusive schools assume 
that all children belong in their local school, can learn, 
and are valued for what they contribute. This attitude 
carries beyond the school, making the community a better 
place for everyone to live. There is a sense of belonging 
for each person, in the school and in the community. 
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Inclusion deliberately promotes the concept that the 
community, like the school, is comprised of many types of 
individuals, each with unique characteristics and abilities. 
The community, like the school, is heterogeneous in nature. 
Because there is a collaboration between the school and 
the community to provide a community-based curriculum for 
students with disabilities, the community also learns, over 
time, to value all students for their individuality and the 
contributions that they can make to the community as a 
whole (Blackman and Peterson 1989). 
Influence of Teacher Attitude on Inclusion 
One basic premise of organizational theory suggests 
that organizations employing professionals can be effective 
only when the following three requirements are met: (1) 
quality people must be recruited, (2) the organizational 
structure and the work activity must be organized so that 
professional employees can achieve their goals, and (3) 
professionals must be rewarded for their accomplishments. 
Only when all of these requirements are met can we expect 
positive attitudes from any teaching staff (Bacharach and 
Conley 1989) . If schools recruit talented people but fail 
to provide a work environment in which they can become 
successful, teachers will become disillusioned with their 
careers, no matter how well qualified they are. Teacher 
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attitude rests on this premise. Teachers enter the profes¬ 
sion expecting a work environment in which they can fulfill 
their intrinsic goals in the workplace and, in turn, improve 
their overall attitude (Conley, Bacharach, and Bauer 1989) . 
Sloan (1993) stated that if we are to genuinely 
improve teacher attitude in schools, we must first ensure 
that the work environment enhances teachers' sense of 
professionalism and, in turn, decreases their career 
dissatisfaction. By examining the organizational work char¬ 
acteristics of schools associated with teacher career dis¬ 
satisfaction, a basis for changing the work environment can 
be formulated to ensure more continuous career satisfaction 
for teachers (Bacharach and Conley 1989). 
Hall's (1976) model of career development defines 
organizational work conditions as the critical factors in 
promoting a cycle of career success. Organizations that 
provide a high level of support for employee goal-directed 
activities and provide an atmosphere in the workplace that 
supports autonomy are more likely to enhance the overall 
attitudes of their employees (Hall 1976). This view is 
consistent with the work of such school researchers as 
Goodlad (1984, 530), who stated that "when teachers find 
themselves restrained and inhibited by problems of the 
workplace, it is reasonable to expect frustration and 
dissatisfaction to set in." 
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Researchers suggest that educators should be able to 
differentiate between schools that enhance teacher attitude 
and schools that do not. The unit of analysis suggested 
here is the school organization, not simply the individual 
teacher (Bishop and George 1972) . 
One important characteristic that contributes 
greatly to improved teacher attitude is a teacher's ability 
to be viewed as a professional. Teachers expect to have a 
high level of autonomy, to serve as their own judges, and to 
be highly involved in decision making. The rights that 
teachers expect are often in conflict with their roles as 
members of bureaucratic organizations (Conley 1989). 
In a bureaucracy, the leaders of an organization 
attempt to create certainty and enhance predictability 
through such mechanisms as specifying rules, often through 
written procedures (Hall 1982). In schools, bureaucracy may 
clarify expectations for teachers and provide direction for 
their work activities. These specifications can facilitate 
teachers' work since, in their absence, teachers may believe 
that their roles are somewhat ambiguous and such feelings 
may lead to attitudes of displeasure. In contrast, if 
school bureaucracy results in too much direction and control 
of teachers' activities, teachers may perceive the creation 
of rules as infringement on the autonomy they expect as 
professionals (Sloan 1993). Bureaucratization may also 
result in the increased routinization and mundaneness of 
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work activities, and teachers' feelings may include lack of 
challenge, alienation, and dissatisfaction (Conley 1989). 
Like other professionals, teachers derive their 
sense of professionalism largely from their own expertise. 
One way in which school administrators recognize teachers' 
expertise is to provide them with opportunities to partici¬ 
pate in decision making. Authority connotes whether an 
organizational member has the final say in the decision¬ 
making process (Hall 1976) . Influence is broader in scope 
than authority because it connotes informal power (Bacharach 
and Lawler 1989). When teachers feel they lack authority 
over decisions or have less influence over decisions than 
they should have, the result is a sense of powerlessness and 
dissatisfaction (Conley, Bacharach, and Bauer 1989). 
Recent federal legislation marks the culmination of 
a decade's efforts to promote regular class placement for 
handicapped students. Legal, financial, and social pres¬ 
sures have made it more likely that mildly handicapped 
children will appear with increasing frequency in regular 
classrooms. Clearly, regular educators will be called on to 
meet new instructional and management challenges. The 
classroom teacher is the indispensible professional who will 
carry the primary responsibility for inclusion. One aspect 
of integration which has received minimal attention, as 
compared to administrative and organizational concerns, is 
the importance of teacher attitude. While education in the 
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least restrictive environment may be imposed by binding 
laws, the manner in which the classroom teacher responds to 
the special child's needs may be a far more potent variable 
in ultimately determining the success of inclusion than any 
administrative or curriculum strategy (Larrivee 1981). 
Teachers have been found to be accepting of excep¬ 
tional children if support from other personnel is provided. 
Mandell and Strain (1978) found the availability of a 
resource person to be a significant predictor of a positive 
attitude toward inclusion. Larrivee and Cook (1979) 
reported that the availability of supportive services posi¬ 
tively influenced teacher attitude. 
The attitudes of regular education teachers play an 
important role with respect to educating and including 
special education students in regular education classrooms. 
Schultz and Turnbull (1984) reported that the attitudinal 
positions of teachers are paramount in the quality of inter¬ 
action achieved between teachers and students. 
Greene (1990) indicated that the attitudes of 
teachers have become a major concern among educators in that 
these attitudes can have damaging effects on the self- 
concepts of the students. This one factor may enable the 
success or failure of students in that classroom. Stoler 
(1991) emphasized the fact that ignoring the attitude of 
teachers regarding inclusion of special education students 
in their classrooms could certainly create problems. 
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Leadership and Leadership Styles 
Leadership is an art, something to be learned over 
time, not simply by reading books. Leadership is more a 
weaving of relationships than an amassing of information 
(DePree 1989) . 
Leaders are responsible for effectiveness. The 
effectiveness comes about through enabling others to reach 
their potential, both personal and educational. The 
effectiveness of the leader's leadership ability will, more 
than likely, influence the performance of the followers 
(DePree 1989) . 
DePree (1989) stated that one way to improve effec¬ 
tiveness is to encourage roving leadership. Roving leader¬ 
ship arises and expresses itself at varying times and in 
varying situations, according to the dictates of those 
situations. 
DePree (1989) further stated that effective influ¬ 
encing and understanding springs largely from healthy rela¬ 
tionships among the members of the group. Leaders need to 
foster environments and work processes within which people 
can develop high quality relationships with each other. 
While the principal, the superintendent of schools, 
or the president of a company can commit his organization to 
improvement, incorporation of a new program, or curriculum, 
only as this promise is translated into work behavior is the 
promise made good. For this to happen, the will to improve 
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has to become part of the "working ethos" of an organiza¬ 
tion. It must be firmly a part of each person's conscious 
acts on a day-to-day basis, and it must be sustained over 
long periods of time (Bacharach and Lawler 1989) . 
Given a definition of leadership and the focus of 
the extent to which leadership makes a difference, the 
writer focused on leadership styles and how these styles may 
have an effect upon the behaviors of his followers. The 
type of style exhibited by the leader is determined by the 
operating group and the situation. 
Leadership styles are based on the research of 
leader behaviors prior to the 1950s, which attempted to deal 
with consistent patterns of traits associated with leader¬ 
ship. Richards (1992) reported on studies of earlier 
researchers who gave their viewpoints on democratic, auto¬ 
cratic, and laissez faire styles of leadership. This study 
concluded that the leader labeled democratic was able to get 
a commitment from the group members to do specific tasks on 
a continuous basis. The laissez faire leader was completely 
passive. 
The principal's management style and its effect on 
teachers' attitude toward inclusion and certain demographic 
variables were the subject of a study by Kraft (1983) which 
showed that a significant relationship existed between 
teachers' perceptions of their school's organizational 
climate and attitude toward inclusion, especially at the 
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elementary level. She asserted that teacher participation 
had a positive effect on his/her attitude toward inclusion. 
The success of the inclusion program will depend 
upon the administrator, the climate of his organization, and 
most importantly his style of leadership. Kraft (1983) 
investigated 266 elementary and secondary regular teachers' 
perception of their school's organizational climate, and 
their attitudes toward mainstreaming handicapped children 
led him to conclude that certain management characteristics 
do have a positive relationship on teachers' attitudes 
toward mainstraming. In a similar study, Gage (1986) found 
that teachers who perceived their organizational climate or 
the leadership style of the principal as autocratic held 
more negative attitudes than those who perceived their 
climate as consultative or participatory. 
Summary of the Literature Review 
The literature review was centered around topics 
which were investigated for this research report. The 
topics reviewed were: the historical background; litigation 
and the educational rights of the handicapped; the inclu¬ 
sion model, its evolution and advantages; the influence of 




In the past five years there has been an increasing 
national movement toward including the handicapped child in 
regular education. In the 1970s the movement for integra¬ 
tion of handicapped students in the mainstream of regular 
education increased as a result of court decisions mandating 
the return of handicapped students to general education. 
Subsequent legislation for the return of handicapped stu¬ 
dents to regular classrooms gave further momentum to the 
movement. The recent enactment of Public Law 94-142 at the 
national level marks the culmination of a decade to promote 
regular class placement for the handicapped. 
With the trend of integrating special needs students 
in the regular classrooms, there is a great amount of con¬ 
cern for the role the teachers and administrators will play 
in the inclusion process. The attitudes of the classroom 
teachers will determine the success or failure of this 
special education model. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if prin¬ 
cipals' leadership styles have an effect upon teachers' 
attitudes toward the inclusion of handicapped students in 




Fig. 1. Theoretical Framework. 
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A review of the literature indicated that the sig¬ 
nificance of the effect of the classroom teacher's attitude 
toward special needs students has led researchers to examine 
those variables associated with attitude formation and sub¬ 
sequent modification. Variables such as age, gender, 
teaching experience, educational training, special education 
training, and experience in special education affect 
teachers' attitudes. It was indicated that the adminis¬ 
trator's attitude, leadership style, and the climate he/she 
sets for his/her school also influence positive or negative 
attitudes in those under his/her administration. 
In the area of organizational behavior, leadership 
has been defined in several different ways: (1) an inter¬ 
personal influence exercised in situations and directed 
through the communication process toward the attainment of a 
specific goal or goals, (2) a process of influencing group 
activities toward goal setting and goal achievement, and 
(3) a process whereby one person exerts social influence 
over members of a group (Bass 1981) . 
People are the only members of an organization, and 
they change, leave, withdraw, aggress, etc. In order for 
the organization to meet the continuing changes of social 
and economic conditions, a need must be created for the 
individual who will marshal the organization's resources in 
order to meet the new conditions or changes (Boas 1990). 
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Leaders, thus, are needed to deal with the human 
issues that continually arise. Because of this need, it 
is commonly assumed that the success or failure of an 
educational program or organization can be largely attrib¬ 
uted to leadership. 
Research implies that group behavior determines the 
behavior of the leader. In a laboratory study where the 
level of group performance was artifically established to be 
either high or low and leaders were assigned to groups, low 
performance groups consistently elicited leadership behavior 
characterized by close supervision (Boas 1990) . Where sub¬ 
ordinates were closely watched or checked, their ideas were 
ignored and they were viewed as irresponsible and treated 
with minimum consideration and kindness. It was concluded 
that leaders who had been appointed to high performance 
groups engaged in more facilitative and supportive leader 
behaviors. Therefore, there was felt to be a complex inter¬ 
action between leader and follower behaviors which affects 
performance outcomes. 
Inclusion is best described as placement of impaired 
students into regular education classroom for their daily 
classroom instruction (Stoler 1991) . A school that prac¬ 
tices inclusion is one that educates all students in the 
mainstream. Educating all students in the mainstream means 
every student is in regular education classes (Lusthaus and 
Forrest 1989). It is a place where everyone belongs, is 
51 
accepted, and is supported by his or her peers and other 
members of the school community in the course of having his 
or her educational needs met (Stainback and Stainback 1989). 
The Office of Civil Rights stated: "You need to start with 
what support can be provided in the general education class¬ 
room to allow a student to benefit from education in his age 
appropriate placement" (MacQuarrie 1989) . 
This study was based on the premise that teachers' 
attitudes toward the inclusion of handicapped students are 
affected by their principals' leadership styles. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions were germane to the under¬ 
standing of the research study: 
Leadership styles: Behaviors occurring in the 
school which are categorized as certain patterns of behav¬ 
ioral traits as identified in the Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire: concern for people, organizational effi¬ 
ciency, and strategic sense. 
Attitude : How a teacher feels toward the prin¬ 
cipal's leadership style and how it affects the teacher's 
attitude toward the inclusion of special education students 
in the regular classroom, as defined by the Change Facili¬ 
tator Style Questionnaire and the Attitude Toward Inclusion 
Inventory 
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Learning disabilities; As defined by the ATI Inven¬ 
tory, those disabilities which do not necessarily impede 
academic progress. These include: (1) physically handi¬ 
capped students confined to wheelchairs; (2) physically 
handicapped students not confined to wheelchairs; (3) stu¬ 
dents with cerebral palsy who cannot control movement of one 
or more limbs; (4) students who stutter; (5) students with 
epilepsy; and (6) students with diabetes. 
Nontraditional limiting disability: Those disabil¬ 
ities which have traditionally not been present in the 
regular classroom, as defined by the ATI Inventory; these 
include: (1) Visually handicapped students who can read 
standard printed material; (2) Blind students who cannot 
read standard printed material; (3) Hearing impaired stu¬ 
dents who are not deaf; (4) Deaf students; (5) Students with 
traumatic brain injuries; and (6) Students diagnosed as 
autistic. 
Regular classroom: Those classes in which nonhandi¬ 
capped students are taught. Statements regarding regular 
education teachers within their classrooms, as defined by 
the ATI Inventory, measure the attitudes of teachers; these 
include: (1) All students should have the right to be in 
regular classrooms; (2) Regular education teachers should 
have classroom assistance from special education teachers; 
(3) Regular education teachers should be able to handle 
physical problems that may occur as a result of a student's 
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handicap; and (4) Class size should remain the same regard¬ 
less of the number of special education students in the 
class. 
Inclusion : According to the Attitude Toward Inclu¬ 
sion Inventory, inclusion is the term used to refer to the 
commitment to educate each child, to the maximum extent 
appropriate, in the school and classroom he or she would 
otherwise attend. It involves bringing the support services 
to the child (rather than moving the child to the services) 
and requires only that the child will benefit from being in 
the class (rather than having to keep up with the other 
students) . 
The attitudes of teachers toward the inclusion of 
handicapped children in regular classrooms is measured by 
their response to the following ATI Inventory statements: 
(1) In general, inclusion is a desirable practice; (2) It is 
feasible to teach gifted, normal, and mentally impaired 
students in the same class; (3) Educable mentally impaired 
students should be in regular classrooms; (4) Students with 
behavior disorders who cannot readily control their own 
behavior should be in regular classrooms; (5) Students who 
present persistent discipline problems should be in regular 
classrooms; (6) Inclusion will be sufficiently successful 
to be retained as a required educational practice; and 
(7) Regular education teachers should receive additional 
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inservice training prior to inclusion of special education 
students in their classrooms. 
Mainstreaming : This term has generally been used 
to refer to the selective placement of special education 
students in one or more regular education classes. Main- 
streaming proponents generally assume that a student must 
"earn" his or her opportunity to be mainstreamed through the 
ability to "keep up" with the work assigned by the teacher 
to the other students in the class. 
Self-contained : The term self-contained refers to 
a delivery model in which students are grouped with other 
students of similar disabilities and are taught by teachers 
who have special education training. 
Regular education initiative: This phrase was 
coined by a former federal education official, Madeline Will 
(1986), and has generally been used to discuss either the 
merger of the governance of special and "regular" education 
or the merger of the funding streams of each. 
Leadership; The influence exerted by the principal 
on faculty members under his or her supervision to achieve a 
specific goal. 
Definition of Variables 
Dependent Variable 
Teachers' attitude, the dependent variable in 
this study, is defined as the way a teacher feels toward 
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the principal's leadership style and how it affects the 
teacher's attitude toward the inclusion of special education 
students in the regular classroom, as defined by the Change 
Facilitator Style Questionnaire and the Attitude Toward 
Inclusion Inventory. 
Independent Variable 
Leadership styles, the independent variable in this 
study, are defined as leader behaviors exerted in the school 
which are categorized as certain patterns of behavioral 
traits as identified in the Change Facilitator Style Ques¬ 
tionnaire; concern for people, organizational efficiency, 
and strategic sense. 
Other independent variables in the study are: age, 
gender, educational attainment, teaching experience, special 
education classes completed, those who are presently teach¬ 
ing inclusion students, and those who have had previous 
inclusion experience. 
Null Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were developed for 
this study: 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between classroom teachers' attitudes 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and 
their perceptions of their principals' leadership style as 
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measured by the three dimensions and overall score on the 
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ). 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between male and female teachers in their 
attitude toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the age groups of teachers in their 
attitude toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the educational levels of teachers 
in their attitude toward inclusion as measured by the four 
factors and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of years of teaching 
experience and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of special education 
classes completed and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who are practicing 
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inclusion and those who are not in their attitude toward 
inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall score 
on the ATI Inventory. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who have previously prac¬ 
ticed inclusion and those who have not in their attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between teachers' and principals' attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
Limitations of the Study 
Inclusion is not currently an enforceable state- 
mandated educational requirement. As a result, schools may 
not be applying the same guidelines in introducing the 
concept. Research shows that different terms have been used 
to describe the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
regular classes. None of the terms (e.g., mainstreaming, 
inclusion, regular education initiative) actually appear in 
federal law, but all have been used to explain varying 
beliefs about what the law means or should mean. 
This study looked at the effects of principals' 
leadership styles on teachers' attitudes toward inclusion 
of handicapped students in the regular classroom. Other 
attitude; however, this study focused on the specifics of 




This chapter has provided the theoretical framework 
for the study. The independent and dependent variables and 
terms were defined. The null hypotheses were also stated. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to determine if prin¬ 
cipals' leadership styles affect the attitudes of regular 
classroom teachers toward the inclusion of handicapped 
students in the regular classrooms. To achieve this goal, 
regular classroom teachers, along with their principals, 
were asked to complete two surveys. The teachers completed 
the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and the Change 
Facilitator Styles Questionnaire (CFSQ). The principals 
were requested to complete only the ATI Inventory. 
Description of the Setting 
This study was conducted in a large metropolitan 
school system. Only elementary schools were involved in 
the study. The makeup of the special education programs in 
the school system varied. All delivery models are not pres¬ 
ent in each school; therefore, the teacher's knowledge may 
vary depending on the type of special education programs 
offered in his/her school as well as the teacher's general 




The subjects were randomly selected from twenty 
elementary schools in a large metropolitan school system. 
Description of the Instruments 
This study used two major instruments: the Attitude 
Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFSQ). 
The ATI Inventory has two sections; one section is. 
used to collect demographic information, and the other 
section elicits the attitudes and perceptions of regular 
education teachers toward inclusion of special education 
students into regular education classrooms. The demographic 
information includes gender, age, educational training, 
years of professional experience, and special education 
classes completed. 
The Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory was initi¬ 
ally developed by Berryman and Neal (1980) and revised by 
Stoler in 1991. The ATI Inventory has twenty-four items 
addressing different aspects of inclusion. It is scored 
using a Likert-type scale. The ATI Inventory has been used 
with regular education personnel, is easily administered, 
and has validity and reliability in measuring attitudes 
toward inclusion. The authors have validated and cross- 
validated this instrument, obtaining the following results: 
Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for the total scale 
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were .89 and .88 for the two samples; those for individual 
factors ranged from .76 to .84 Pearson correlation between 
individual factors, and total scale scores ranged from .81 
to .86 with factor interrelation ranging from .42 to .55 
(Berryman and Neal 1980) . These results indicate that 
sufficient evidence exists concerning the reliability and 
factorial validity of this scale to justify the use of the 
ATI Inventory in this study. 
The Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ) 
was developed by Hall and Vandenberghe (1987) . The instru¬ 
ment is used to elicit responses from teachers concerning 
the role of their principals. The responses yield scores on 
three dimensions, each dimension being further defined by 
poles which describe the dimension in terms of the types of 
characteristics the principal may exhibit as a result of his 
or her leadership style. 
A total of 679 completed responses were received, 
representing 46 schools. The first step in the data 
analysis was to assess the degree to which the items written 
for each dimension measured a single concept. Because of 
the bipolar nature of the dimensions, each item was treated 
as belonging to one of six scales, one scale for each end of 
the three underlying dimensions. Each of these scales had 
from 12 to 14 items on the 77-item questionnaire. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
Version X (SPSS-X) program reliability was used to assess 
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the internal consistency of the set of items assigned to 
each scale. The scale scores were computed and the values 
indicated that the scales had roughly the same ranges of 
scores, in that the means were all between 2.60 and 4.83 and 
the standard deviations were all close to 1.0 (Hall and 
George 1988) . 
Data Collection 
The schools selected for the study were from a 
large metropolitan school system. The selected group 
included teachers and principals randomly selected from 
twenty elementary schools. Of the teachers selected, 256 
responded; the principal return rate was 100 percent. 
Prior to distributing the survey packets, permission 
was obtained from the school system to do research. Ques¬ 
tionnaire packets included cover letters to the teachers 
and administrators, the instruments, and a stamped, self- 
addressed return envelope. 
Statistical Applications 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), Frequencies, T-Test, 
Correlation, and Oneway were used to analyze data received 
from the surveys in an effort to prove the validity of each 
null hypothesis. The probability level of .05 was used to 
test each null hypothesis for acceptance or rejection. 
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Summary 
This chapter presented the research design, a 
description of the setting, the sampling procedures, 
description of the instruments, data collection procedures, 
and statistical applications used to analyze the data. 
CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
This chapter presents an analysis of the statistical 
data collected from surveys distributed to teachers and 
principals randomly selected from twenty elementary schools 
in a large metropolitan city. Tables included in this 
chapter describe the data and findings therein. Each null 
hypothesis is restated, followed by a data table which 
illustrates how the data were analyzed. The findings in 
this study are based upon responses from two surveys, the 
Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and the Change 
Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ). 
In order to summarize the data, the responses on 
the ATI of "Strongly Disagree," "Disagree," "Agree," and 
"Strongly Agree" were assigned numerical values of 1 through 
4, respectively. The result was a Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 to 4 with higher values on the scale representing a 
higher degree of agreement with the inclusion statements. 
The resulting numbers were entered into an IBM 370 computer 
system via cathode ray terminal (CRT) and stored electronic¬ 
ally on disk to permit access for statistical analysis. The 
summary statistics and the testing of the hypotheses were 
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performed by the procedures found in the Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences, Version X (SPSS-X). CONDESCRIP- 
TIVE, FREQUENCIES, T-TEST, ONEWAY, and CORRELATION were the 
procedures used. 
The 24 items on the ATI Inventory were designed to 
measure four major factors: 
1. Learning Capability (Disabilities)—statements 
dealing with disabilities which do not necessarily impede 
academic progress, such as a physical handicap. 
2. Inclusion—statements on the disability cate¬ 
gories of the educably mentally handicapped and social- 
emotional problems. 
3. Traditional Limiting Disability (Nontradi- 
tional)—statements about disabilities which have tradition¬ 
ally not been present in the regular classroom, such as 
blind or hearing impaired. 
4. Classroom Factors—statements regarding regular 
education teachers within their classrooms, such as team 
teaching and class size. 
A score for each of these four factors for each 
respondent was obtained by computing the mean of the numer¬ 
ical values representing the responses for the items com¬ 
prising each factor. Similarly, an overall score was 
obtained by computing the mean for all 24 items. 
Responses on the Change Facilitator Style Ques¬ 
tionnaire (CFSQ) were processed similarly. The possible 
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responses of "Never or not true," "Rarely," "Seldom," "Some¬ 
times," "Often," and "Always or very true" were converted to 
a scale ranging from 1 to 6 so that higher values on the 
scale consistently represented more favorable perceptions of 
principals' attitudes toward inclusion. To accomplish this, 
the responses to items favoring inclusion were converted to 
the numerical values from 1 to 6, respectively, while items 
not favoring inclusion were coded in the reverse order—that 
is, from 6 to 1, respectively. 
The CFSQ is made up of three dimensions: 
1. Concern for People—The administrator is primar¬ 
ily concerned with how teachers feel, and he/she discusses 
problems in a meaningful way. 
2. Organizational Efficiency—Plans and procedures 
are introduced at the last moment. The administrator pro¬ 
vides guidelines for efficient operation of the school. 
3. Strategic Sense—Decisions are made with little 
connection to the overall picture. The administrator is 
heavily involved in what is happening with teachers and 
students. 
A score for each dimension for each respondent was 
derived by computing the mean for the numerical values 
representing the responses on the items making up each of 
the dimensions. Similarly, an overall score was derived by 
computing the mean for all items on the CFSQ. 
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The scores thus compiled for the four factors and 
overall for the ATI Inventory and for the three dimensions 
and overall for the CFSQ formed the basis for the analyses 
done in this study. Demographic information was recorded 
for each respondent so that hypotheses involving demo¬ 
graphics could be addressed. 
Testing the Null Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between classroom teachers' attitudes 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and 
their perceptions of their principals' leadership style as 
measured by the three dimensions and overall score on the 
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ). 
Table 1 reflects the relationship between classroom 
teachers' attitudes toward inclusion and their perceptions 
of their principals' leadership styles. The statistical 
analysis of the data obtained from the instruments indicates 
that there is not a significant correlation between class¬ 
room teachers' attitudes toward inclusion and their percep¬ 
tions of their principals' leadership styles. The null 
hypothesis is therefore accepted because there is no signif¬ 
icant difference at the .05 level between any of the ATI 
factors and the CFSQ dimensions. 
TABLE 1 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEACHERS' ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION (ATI) AND THEIR 
PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS ' CHANGE FACILITATOR 












1 . Disabilities -.0085 .0007 .0277 .0124 
2 . Inclusion -.0278 -.0292 -.0262 -.0292 
3. Nontraditional .0266 .1047 .1174 .1005 
4. Classroom -.0646 -.0353 -.0150 -.0339 
5. Total ATI -.0196 .0179 .0386 .0213 
Note. No correlation was significant at the .05 level. 
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Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between male and female teachers in their 
attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
Table 2 represents data which compare the difference 
between male and female teachers on the Attitude Toward 
Inclusion Inventory (ATI). The asterisk notation in this 
table represents a significant difference between the male 
and female teachers' responses to Factor 1 (Disabilities) of 
the ATI Inventory. The mean for the females on this factor 
was 2.99, as compared to 2.78 for the males. The t value 
testing for significance between the two means was 2.08. 
This value was significant at the .05 level, which means 
that the female teachers felt that disabilities such as 
physical handicaps should be included more in the regular 
classroom than male teachers. Therefore, the null hypothe¬ 
sis pertaining to this factor is rejected. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the age groups of teachers in their 
attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
The results of this analysis are shown in table 3. 
The ages of teachers ranged from 21 to 60. Most of the 
teachers' ages were between 41 and 50 years, indicating the 
sample was composed of teachers who had an ample amount of 
experience in the field of education to have formed valid 
TABLE 2 






Female (n = 230) Male (n = 26) 
ATI Factors Mean SD Mean SD df t 
1 . Disabilities 2.99 0.48 2 .78 0.58 254 2.08* 
2 . Inclusion 2.44 0.48 2.47 0 .38 254 0.27 
3. Nontraditional 2.42 0.43 2.29 0.44 254 1.49 
4. Classroom 2.45 0.49 2.47 0.46 254 0.24 
Total ATI 2.60 0.36 2.51 0.36 254 1.18 
♦Indicates significance at the .05 level. 
o 
TABLE 3 
COMPARISON AMONG AGE GROUPS ON TEACHERS' ATTITUDE 


















ATI Factors Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
r 
Ratio* 
1 . Disabilities 2.99 0.49 3.00 0.53 2.96 0.47 2.87 0.47 0.55 
2 . Inclusion 2.50 0.45 2.46 0.43 2 .37 0.50 2.51 0.49 1.26 
3. Nontraditional 2.44 0.47 2.41 0.41 2.37 0.44 2.41 0.34 0 .36 
4. Classroom 2.53 0.48 2.48 0.42 2.36 0.50 2.45 0.53 1.92 
Total ATI 2.63 0 .39 2.61 0 .36 2.54 0.36 2.57 0.34 0.94 
*df = 3, 252. 
Note. No F ratio was significant at the .05 level. 
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opinions on the topic of this research. The responses 
supported the acceptance of the null hypothesis. No F ratio 
on any of the factors of the ATI was significant at the .05 
level; therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the educational levels of teachers 
in their attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four 
factors and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
The teachers were asked to indicate the highest 
level of education they had completed. Educational levels 
ranged from bachelor's degree to beyond the master's degree. 
The results of their responses are shown in table 4. There 
is a significant difference in the comparison among educa¬ 
tional levels on teachers' attitudes toward inclusion (ATI) 
on Factor 1 (Disabilities), as indicated by the F ratio of 
3.58. The hypothesis is rejected for this factor because 
there is a significant difference at the .05 level. 
The original survey listed four educational training 
categories. However, since so few of the teachers indicated 
educational training of "Ph.D. or Ed.D.," this category was 
combined with the previous category ("Educational special¬ 
ist") to form a category representing teachers with degrees 
beyond the master's. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of years of teaching 
TABLE 4 
COMPARISON AMONG EDUCATIONAL LEVELS ON TEACHERS' 
ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION (ATI) 
Educational Levels 
Bachelor's 
(n = 89) 
Master's 






ATI Factors Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Ratio 
1. Disabilities 2.98 0.53 3.01 0.46 2 .74 0.49 3.58* 
2. Inclusion 2.46 0.47 2.41 0.49 2.59 0 .35 1.79 
3. Nontraditional 2.37 0.46 2.42 0.42 2.43 0 .37 0.34 
4. Classroom 2.47 0.49 2.44 0.48 2.41 0.49 0 .21 
Total ATI 2.59 0 .38 2.59 0 .36 2.56 0 .31 0 .10 




experience and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of special education 
classes completed and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
Table 5 addresses Hypotheses 5 and 6. It gives 
information pertaining to the testing of these hypotheses. 
This table contains Pearson correlation coefficients giving 
the relationship between the four factors and the total 
score on the ATI and the number of years of teaching experi¬ 
ence (Hypothesis 5) and the number of special education 
classes completed (Hypothesis 6) . An examination of these 
correlations determines whether or not Hypotheses 5 and 6 
are to be rejected. 
As indicated in table 5 by the asterisk notation, 
there was a statistically significant relationship at 
the .05 level between Factor 1 (Disabilities) on the ATI and 
the number of years of teaching experience. This correla¬ 
tion coefficient (-.1269) is negative, thus indicating that 
teachers with a higher number of years of teaching experi¬ 
ence have a tendency to disagree with inclusion of special 
education students. The correlation coefficient for the 
Total ATI (-.1186) is also significant at the .05 level by 
TABLE 5 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION (ATI), NUMBER OF YEARS OF 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE, AND NUMBER OF SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSES COMPLETED 
Attitude Toward Inclusion Factors 





experience -.1269* -.0424 -.0839 -.1073 .1186* 
Number of 
special education 
classes .0982 .1562* .1704* .1880** .1907** 
♦Indicates significance at the 





number of years of teaching experience. This correlation is 
also negative, thus indicating the teachers with a higher 
number of years of teaching experience have a tendency to 
disagree with the overall concept of inclusion covered by 
the ATI. It should be noted that this also indicates that 
teachers with fewer years of teaching experience tend to 
agree with the inclusion of handicapped students in the 
regular classroom. 
Thus, Hypothesis 5 is rejected for the ATI factor 
pertaining to disabilities of special education students 
(Factor 1) and for the overall score. This hypothesis is 
accepted for the remaining factors: Inclusion, Nontradi- 
tional, and Classroom. 
There were also statistically significant relation¬ 
ships at the .05 level or beyond between the number of 
special education classes taken by teachers and the ATI 
factors of Inclusion (.1562, p < .05), Nontraditional 
(.1704, p < .05), Classroom (.1880, p < .01), and Total ATI 
(.1907, p < .01). All of these correlations are positive, 
indicating that teachers with a higher number of special 
education classes completed have a tendency to agree with 
the inclusion concepts covered by these factors. 
Hypothesis 6 is rejected for Factor 2 (Inclusion), 
Factor 3 (Nontraditional), Factor 4 (Classroom), and the 
total score. This hypothesis is accepted for Factor 1 (Dis¬ 
abilities). Inclusion, Nontraditional, Classroom, and Total 
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ATI score were significant at the .05 level. Teachers who 
have had special education classes tend to have a more posi¬ 
tive attitude toward inclusion of handicapped students in 
the regular classroom than those who have not had special 
education classes. 
Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who are practicing inclu¬ 
sion and those who are not in their attitude toward inclu¬ 
sion as measured by the four factors and overall score on 
the ATI Inventory. 
Table 6 presents data which compare the attitude 
toward inclusion (ATI) between teachers who have special 
education students in their classes and those who do not. 
As indicated in the table by the asterisk notation, there 
were statistically significant differences at the .05 level 
for Factor 1 (Disabilities) and the overall score. The t 
values of 2.16 and 2.39, respectively, for this factor were 
significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the hypothesis is 
rejected for this factor. This hypothesis is accepted for 
the remaining factors (Nontraditional, Inclusion, and Class¬ 
room) . The comparison between teachers who are practicing 
inclusion and those who are not in their attitude toward 
inclusion was significant at the .05 level for Factor 2 
(Disabilities) . Teachers who have special education stud¬ 
ents in their classes tend to have a more positive attitude 
TABLE 6 
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION (ATI) BETWEEN TEACHERS 
WHO HAVE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN THEIR CLASSES 
AND THOSE WHO DO NOT 









SD df t 
1. Disabilities 2.86 0.47 3 .01 0.50 254 2.16* 
2 . Inclusion 2.31 0.46 2.49 0.47 254 2.66** 
3. Nontraditional 2.36 0.40 2.42 0.44 254 1.06 
4. Classroom 2.39 0.46 2.47 0.49 254 1.20 
Total ATI 2.50 0.34 2.62 0.37 254 2.39* 
♦Indicates significance at the .05 level 
♦♦Indicates significance at the .01 level 
79 
toward including students of varying disabilities in the 
regular classroom. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who have previously prac¬ 
ticed inclusion and those who have not in their attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
Table 7 provides statistical comparison of attitude 
toward inclusion between teachers who have previously had 
special education students included in their classes and 
those who have not. Hypothesis 8 is rejected at the .05 
level for Factor 2 (Inclusion), Factor 3 (Nontraditional) , 
Factor 4 (Classroom), and also for the total score. The 
hypothesis is accepted for Factor 1 (Disabilities) and 
rejected for the remaining factors. Teachers who have pre¬ 
viously had special education students included in their 
classes tend to favor the inclusion of special education 
students in the regular classroom. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between teachers' and principals' attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
Table 8 represents data which compare the difference 
between teachers' and administrators' attitudes toward 
inclusion as measured by the ATI Inventory. The statistical 
analysis of the data obtained from the survey indicates that 
TABLE 7 
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION (ATI) BETWEEN TEACHERS 
WHO HAVE PREVIOUSLY HAD SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN 
THEIR CLASSES AND THOSE WHO HAVE NOT 









SD df t 
1 . Disabilities 2.92 0.48 3.00 0.50 253 1.24 
2 . Inclusion 2.36 0.45 2.49 0.48 253 2 .26* 
3. Nontraditional 2.33 0.42 2.45 0.43 253 2.14* 
4. Classroom 2.37 0.49 2.50 0.47 253 2.06* 
Total ATI 2.51 0.35 2.63 0.36 253 2.40* 
*Indicates significance at the .05 level 
TABLE 8 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS ON 
ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION 
Teachers 
Total 
Administrators Disabilities Inclusion Nontraditional Classroom ATI 
Disabilities .3803 .5630** .4519* .3014 .5341* 
Inclusion .1754 .3549 .2283 .3099 .3502 
Nontraditional .2895 .4570* .2588 .4211 .4522* 
Classroom .4147 .4023 .4629* .4597* .5109* 
Total ATI .3709 .5453* .3980 .4324 .5481* 
♦Indicates significance at the .05 level. 
♦♦Indicates significance at the .01 level. 
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there is a significant correlation between teachers' and 
administrators' attitudes toward inclusion. As indicated in 
table 8 by the asterisk notation, there were statistically 
significant relationships at the .05 level for Factor 3 
(Nontraditional), Factor 4 (Classroom), and the total score. 
The hypothesis is rejected for these factors. Teachers and 
administrators tend to agree in their thinking toward inclu¬ 
sion for these three factors. The hypothesis is accepted 
for Factor 1 (Disabilities) and Factor 2 (Inclusion). 
Summary 
This chapter presented the statistical analysis of 
the data with respect to each hypothesis and its findings. 
The statistical applications were utilized to determine if 
principals' leadership styles have an effect upon teachers' 
attitude toward the inclusion of special education students 
in the regular classroom. 
The tests for the hypotheses were performed by the 
procedures found in the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences, Version X. CONDESCRIPTIVE, FREQUENCIES, T-TEST, 
ONEWAY, and CORRELATION were the statistical tools used. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter is a synthesis of the research con¬ 
ducted. The first section is a report of the findings and 
conclusions of the study. The second section examines the 
implications for the inclusion model as a part of special 
education. The final section offers recommendations for the 
inclusion model based on the findings of the research. The 
purpose of this research study was to determine if prin¬ 
cipals' leadership styles affect teachers' attitude toward 
the inclusion of special education students in the regular 
classroom. 
Results of this investigation regarding principals' 
leadership styles and their effects on teachers' attitudes 
are discussed below. The statistical analysis relative to 
the research was presented and explained in Chapter V. 
Findings and Conclusions 
The findings in the study were reported based on 
data collected from surveys utilizing two populations, 
principals and teachers. The respondents involved in the 
study were asked to complete the surveys. The teachers were 
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asked to complete two surveys, the Attitude Toward Inclusion 
Inventory (ATI) and the Change Facilitator Style Question¬ 
naire (CFSQ). The principals were asked to complete only 
the ATI Inventory. 
The nine null hypotheses involved in the study are 
restated below: 
Hypothesis 1. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between classroom teachers' attitudes 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI) and 
their perceptions of their principals' leadership style as 
measured by the three dimensions and overall score on the 
Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire (CFSQ). 
No significant relationship was found between class¬ 
room teachers' attitude toward inclusion as measured by the 
four factors and overall score on the Attitude Toward Inclu¬ 
sion Inventory (ATI) and their perceptions of their prin¬ 
cipals' leadership style as measured by the three dimensions 
and overall score on the Change Facilitator Style Question¬ 
naire (CFSQ). Null Hypothesis 1 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between male and female teachers in their 
attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
There was a significant difference found between 
male and female teachers in their attitude toward inclusion 
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as measured by ATI Factor 1 (Disabilities); the hypothesis 
was rejected for that factor only. There was no significant 
difference found for the three remaining factors and the 
overall score on the ATI Inventory. Hypothesis 2 was 
accepted for these factors. 
Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the age groups of teachers in their 
attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four factors 
and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
No significant difference was found among the age 
groups of teachers in their attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. Hypothesis 3 was accepted. 
Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, among the educational levels of teachers 
in their attitudes toward inclusion as measured by the four 
factors and overall score on the ATI Inventory. 
There was a significant difference found among the 
educational levels of teachers in their attitude toward 
inclusion as measured by ATI Factor 1 (Disabilities) . The 
hypothesis was rejected for that factor only. There was no 
significant difference found for the three remaining factors 
and the overall score on the ATI Inventory. Hypothesis 4 
was accepted for these factors. 
Hypothesis 5. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of years of teaching 
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experience and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
A significant relationship was found between the 
number of years of teaching experience and teachers' atti¬ 
tude toward inclusion on ATI Factor 1 (Disabilities) and on 
the ATI overall score. The hypothesis was rejected for 
these two measures. No significant relationship was found 
between the number of years of teaching experience and 
teachers' attitude toward inclusion as measured by the three 
remaining factors on the ATI Inventory. Hypothesis 5 was 
accepted for these factors. 
Hypothesis 6. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between the number of special education 
classes completed and teachers' attitude toward inclusion as 
measured by the four factors and overall score on the ATI 
Inventory. 
A significant relationship was found between the 
number of special education classes completed and teachers' 
attitude toward inclusion for ATI Factor 2 (Inclusion) , 
Factor 3 (Nontraditional), Factor 4 (Classroom), and the 
total ATI score. The hypothesis was rejected for these 
measures. There was no significant relationship found 
between the number of special education classes completed 
and teachers' attitude toward inclusion for Factor 1 (Dis¬ 
abilities). The hypothesis was accepted for this factor. 
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Hypothesis 7. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who are practicing inclu¬ 
sion and those who are not in their attitude toward inclu¬ 
sion as measured by the four factors and overall score on 
the ATI Inventory. 
There was a significant difference between teachers 
who are practicing inclusion and those who are not in their 
attitude toward inclusion as measured by ATI Factor 1 (Dis¬ 
abilities) , Factor 2 (Inclusion), and the total ATI score. 
The hypothesis was rejected for these measures. There was 
no significant difference found for ATI Factor 3 (Nontradi- 
tional) or Factor 4 (Classroom). Hypothesis 7 was accepted 
for these two factors. 
Hypothesis 8. There is no significant difference, 
at the .05 level, between teachers who have previously prac¬ 
ticed inclusion and those who have not in their attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
A significant difference was found between teachers 
who have previously practiced inclusion and those who have 
not in their attitude toward inclusion for ATI Factor 2 
(Inclusion) , Factor 3 (Nontraditional), Factor 4 (Class¬ 
room) , and the total ATI score. The hypothesis was rejected 
for these measures. There was no significant difference 
found between teachers who have previously practiced inclu¬ 
sion and those who have not in their attitude toward 
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inclusion for Factor 1 (Disabilities). The hypothesis was 
accepted for this factor. 
Hypothesis 9. There is no significant relationship, 
at the .05 level, between teachers' and principals' attitude 
toward inclusion as measured by the four factors and overall 
score on the ATI Inventory. 
There was a significant relationship found between 
teachers' and principals' attitude toward inclusion on the 
ATI for Factor 4 (Classroom) and the ATI overall score. The 
hypothesis was rejected for this measure. There was no sig¬ 
nificant difference found on Factor 1 (Disabilities) , Factor 
2 (Inclusion) , or Factor 3 (Nontraditional). Hypothesis 9 
was accepted for these three factors. There is a signifi¬ 
cant relationship between teachers' and administrators' 
attitude toward inclusion for Factor 4 (Classroom), which 
deals with concerns such as team teaching and class size. 
This research theorized that teachers' attitude 
toward inclusion would be influenced by their principals' 
leadership style. The study by Kraft (1983) showed a sig¬ 
nificant relationship existed between teachers' perceptions 
of their school organizational climate and their attitude 
toward inclusion, especially at the elementary level. She 
further asserted that teacher participation had a positive 
effect on the teacher's attitude toward inclusion. 
The findings in this research were not consistent 
v/ith the literature in that there were no correlations 
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between the principals’ leadership style and the teachers' 
attitude toward inclusion. The literature did not provide a 
preponderance of studies on inclusion. 
The data analyses indicate that there is a signifi¬ 
cant statistical difference among some of the factors of 
inclusion, educational levels of the teachers, years of 
teaching experience, and those who have had special educa¬ 
tion classes. Also, teachers who are presently practicing 
inclusion tend to favor the practices of inclusion over 
those who have not had exposure to the inclusion process. 
As cited in the review of the literature, a strong 
indictment has been levied against public education, and its 
inability to adequately serve special education students in 
the least restrictive environment continues to be unrespon¬ 
sive to the needs of the handicapped child. It can be con¬ 
cluded from the data analysis of this study that inclusion 
is not an acceptable practice at this time. However, the 
written comments on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory 
indicate that some respondents thought it is a good idea, 
but certain factors will need to be addressed if it is to 
become a part of the regular education program. 
Discussion 
The responses and comments of the teachers indicated 
that they are concerned about how inclusion will affect 
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their teaching methodology. All of their teaching experi¬ 
ence has been regular education, and even though some have 
had classes in special education, methodology in the area 
of teaching special needs students has not been taught. 
Comments further indicated that some teachers have had at 
least one or more special needs children in their classroom 
but feel that their support from special educators and 
administrators will need to become greater with the influx 
of students with special needs. 
It may be further stated that before inclusion can 
become a viable educational reality, several factors must 
be addressed. Teachers must openly accept the concept of 
inclusion. They must be trained in handling especially the 
physically handicapped and medically fragile students. 
Inservice training cannot be accomplished in a one- 
or two-day inservice or workshop. The training must be 
comprehensive and complete before the inclusion process 
takes place. Inservice training should include team teach¬ 
ing techniques, pairing regular education teachers with 
special education teachers. This training should emphasize 
the recognition of all aspects of the handicapped child 
and the physical problems that may occur. Teachers need to 
be given the assurance that they will be supported and pro¬ 
vided the necessary materials and assistance from support 




This study has important implications for educators, 
administrators, and curriculum specialists. As concluded 
in the literature review, the handicapped child has much to 
learn from his or her nonhandicapped peers. Therefore, 
school becomes an important social vehicle for the special 
child. 
Although the implications of this study seem to 
indicate that inclusion is not a feasible practice, teachers 
who presently have special education students in their 
classroom, teachers who have had special education training, 
and teachers who had previous experience with inclusion 
tended to have a more positive attitude toward inclusion. 
If inclusion is to be implemented by the school system 
involved in this study, a level of readiness must be 
developed. 
Recommendations 
As previously stated in the limitations of the 
study, inclusion is not currently an enforced state-mandated 
educational requirement. This researcher suggests using 
this study as a basis for investigating the applicability of 
the recommendations to the regular school setting. 
1. Inclusion programs that are currently in exis¬ 
tence should be evaluated for the feasibility of replicating 
the models at other school sites. 
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2. Inservice training must be comprehensive and 
complete before the inclusion process takes place and should 
utilize as facilitators teachers who have been previously 
trained in the area of inclusion. 
3. Policy makers, educators, and all other stake 
holders should assure that teacher training programs provide 
a vehicle for teachers to become aware of the inclusion 
movement as related to special education. 
4. Local boards of education and state boards of 
education should include in their policy a mandate requiring 
that all school systems address inclusion as a part of their 
curriculum. 
Summary 
There is a movement in education to educate handi¬ 
capped students with their nonhandicapped peers in regular 
education classrooms. Currently, some research literature 
indicates that, as educators, it is imperative to increase 
the capabilities of the regular education program to meet 
the needs of all students. Some educators believe that by 
placing handicapped students in regular education classes, 
all individuals will benefit. Researchers also believe that 
students can assist one another based on their individual 
needs, as well as develop friendships and interact with 
their nonhandicapped peers. 
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While the change in the educational environment is 
significant for handicapped students, the concept of inclu¬ 
sion presents a new awareness for the classroom teachers and 
administrators. As inclusion becomes a reality within the 
public school system, educators must make the necessary 




January 5, 1994 
Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Drive 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dr. Robert D. Stoler 
14101 Sherwood 
Oak Park, Michigan 48237 
Dear Dr. Stoler: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University and a 
lead teacher for special education. 
I would like to ask for permission to use your Attitudes 
Toward Inclusion Scale to determine attitudes of elementary 
teachers toward inclusion of special education students in 
regular education classrooms. I read your dissertation and 
gained a lot of insight in this area. I would appreciate a 
written reply granting your permission as soon as possible. 
C i nnûr ûl \7 
Mary L. Hill 
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January 10, 1994 
Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Drive 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dr. Gene Hall 
College of Education 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
University of Northern Colorado 
Greely, Colorado 80639 
Dear Dr. Hall: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University. 
I would like to ask for permission to use your Change 
Facilitator Stages of Concern Questionnaire (CFSoCQ), to 
gain information concerning the types of concerns teachers 
have toward their administrators. 
Please fax a written reply granting your permission and a 
copy of the instrument. The Fax No. is 404-446-3106. Thank 
you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Mary L. Hill 
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UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO 
COILECE Of EDUCATION 
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND POLIO STUDIES 
GREELEY. COLORADO 80639 
303. 351-:861 
January 19, 1994 
Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Drive 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dear Ms. Hill: 
I received your FAX in which you request permission to use on of 
the concerns questionnaires. However, it is not clear to me which 
questionnaire you are talking about. 
You ask for permission to use tne Change Facilitator SoCQ. Then 
you state that you want *to gain information concerning the types 
of concerns teachers have toward their administrators.* None of 
the Stages of Concern measures will do what you ask. 
The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) is used to assess 
teacher concerns about an innovation and their use of it. The 
Change Facilitator Stages of Concern Questionnaire (CFSoCQ) 
assesses the concerns of change facilitators, such as principals, 
about their change facilitator role. 
There are technical manuals for each of these concerns measures. 
I would encourage you to obtain a copy of the manual (s) that 
relates t-o your study question. Or it may be that neither of these 
measures will be useful to you. To obtain copies of the manuals, 
please contact Dr. Shirley Hord, Southwest Educational Development 
Laboratory, 211 East Seventh St., Austin, TX 78701-3281, telephone 
(512) 476 6861. 
If you haven't found the following book, it may be useful to you as 
well: Hall i Hord, (1987). Change in Schools Facilitating the 
Process. Albany, NY. State University of New York Press. 
If I can be of further help, please let me know. I am most willing 
to grant permission, but I first need to know which measure you are 
planning to use. 
Sincerely yours, 
Gene E. Hall, Professor 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
/ \ 
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February 14, 1994 
Dr. Gene Hall 
College of Education 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
University of Northern Colorado 
Greely, Colorado 80639 
Dear Dr. Hall: 
Thank you for the information concerning the Change 
Facilitator Style Questionnaire. I appreciate your prompt 
response. 
The information was very helpful, and the Change Facilitator 
Style Questionnaire (CFS-87) is the type of instrument I 
need for my research project. 
I am writing to request your permission to use the CSF-87. 
I would appreciate a written reply granting your permission. 
Sincerely, 
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UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND POLICY STUDIES 
GREELEY. COLORADO 80639 
■303' 351-3861 
February 28, 1994 
Mary Hill 
408 Camelot Drive 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dear Ms. Hill : 
Thank you for your letter of February 14, 1994 1n which you indicate that you 
wish to use the Change Facilitator Style Questionnaire. You have my permission 
to do so. I ask that you not publish in your report information about the 
scoring procedure and norms. 
Please keep in mind that scoring of the CFS Q will need to be negotiated with Dr. 
Archie George, Management Information Services, 141 Administration Building, 
University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho 63844-3156. H1s telephone number is (208) 
885 7994. 




Gene E. Hall, Professor 
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
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March 10, 1994 
Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Drive 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dr. Archie George 
Management Information Services 
141 Administration Building 
University of Idaho 
Moscow, Idaho 83844-3156 
Dear Dr. George: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University, 
Atlanta, Georgia. I have been granted permission by Dr. 
Gene E. Hall to use the Change Facilitator Style Question¬ 
naire. I am writing to request information about the 
validity and scoring of the CFSQ. 
Dr. Hall informed me that I need to negotiate with you the 
scoring procedures. I would appreciate your help with this 
project. 
Sincerely, 
Mary L. Hill 
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14101 Sherwood 
Oak Park, MI. 48237 
March 14, 1994 
Ms. Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Dr. 
College Park, GA. 30349 
Dear Ms. Hill: 
I received your letter of January 5th regarding the 
Attitudes toward Inclusion Scale. You have my permission to 
use my study for any bona fide research or instructional 
purpose. 
I would be interested to see if elementary school teachers 
felt the same as those teachers I surveyed at the high 
school level. Please share your dissertation with me. 
Good luck with your research. 
Sincerely, 
D 
Robert D. Stoler Ed. D 
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April 25, 1994 
Mary L. Hill 
408 Camelot Dr. 
College Park, Georgia 30349 
Dear Ms. Hill; 
Here is a program for entering CFSQ Questionnaire data. Raw and percentile scale scores are written 
out with the items entered, at the end of each record. 1 suggest you use an editor to check your data 
after entering. 
Let me tell you how the CFSQ program works: 
First, you need two files on the disk: CFSQ.EXE and CFS87.DBF. CFSQ.EXE is a compiled 
program based on QUICKSILVER code, a version of dBASE m+. CFS87.DBF is a database file 
which contains variable definitions and stores the data as it is being input. CFS87.DBF can be 
thought of as a “holding file” for the data. You use the program to enter data. The data is stored in 
CFS87.DBF. The program then produces text files from the database file for use by other software. 
As it is a temporary holding area, only one database file is necessary, even for multiple data sets. The 
main menu in CFSQ.EXE allows you to enter data, produce text files, and erase the data from the 
database. The database is then available for use as a holding area for other input. 
I STRONGLY urge you to make a copy of these two files so that you can restore them to your work 
disk if you should erase one. 
To run CFSQ.EXE, simply type the file name (CFSQ) and strike enter. A menu should present itself. 
Using the number keys 1 though 4, or the up and down arrow keys, select the operation you wish to 
perform. Initially, this will be data entry. Later, you will wish to produce a text file. Eventually, you 
will wish to clear out the records in the database, in order to enter another data set. 
The data entry choice presents a formatted screen which should correspond to your questionnaire. 
Type in the ID, responses, and demographic data. I have attempted to set the screen up in such a 
manner that it is easy to see, at any point, whether you’re in the correct position as each data item is 
entered. While many keys can be used, the main ones are the letters, numbers, ENTER, and space 
bar. The ESCape key returns you to the main menu. The data fields are formatted as “character” 
data, except for the 30 items on the questionnaire. With character data, no restrictions exist—letters, 
numbers and spaces can be entered in all fields. Only numbers can be entered in the 30 item fields. 
This was necessary in order to calculate the raw scale scores. 
There is a special field at the end, called “Check and Enter”. This allows you to look over each 
person’s responses before entering it into the data base. (Without this field, the record would be 
entered immediately upon striking the last character in the last field. If you are not in exactly the 
correct position, and you get to the end of the fields prior to reaching the end of the data form, you 
would not be able to back up and correct any errors.) When the cursor is in the “Check and Enter” 
field, simply press ENTER or Page Down to enter the record into the database and proceed to the next 
record. The Page Down key can be used at any point to enter a completed record—as in the case 
where a person only completes some of the items and leaves the rest blank. 
After the last data record has been entered, press the ESCape key to return to the main menu. If you 
press the ESCape key at any point on the data entry screen, the information on that screen will NOT 
be entered into the database, and you will return to the main menu. 
Back Space, Delete, the right, left, up and down arrows have all been incorporated into this program. 
However, as each item on the questionnaire is only one field, the Delete key will not affect very many 
characters—only those in multiple character fields, such as the ID field. There is no procedure in this 
program for correcting the raw data in the database once it has been entered; I personally correct such 
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cases using a dBASE III+ system or simply correct the text files produced before processing them 
with other software. 
One other thing—blank ID fields will not be entered into the database. If you enter a record with a 
blank ID field, the record counter may show that there is an additional record in the file. However, 
when the next record is entered, the program checks for a blank ID at the end of the file and writes 
over that record if one exists. This was necessary to prevent multiple blank records from 
accumulating in the database as the data entry process proceeds, especially when not all the data can 
be entered during one session. 
The data entry process may be broken into several sessions. Each time the data entry choice is made, 
the new data records are placed at the bottom of the database. Records in the database remain until 
they are purged using that menu choice. Creating a text file from the database does not affect the 
records in the database. Thus, you may wish to enter a few records, produce a text file, then exit the 
system and examine that text file to insure you can do the whole process. Subsequent runs of 
CFSQ.EXE will continue to add records to the database until the choice is made to clear them from 
the database. 
When you have entered your entire data set, please send me the disk for further processing. This 
program does not classify each set of scores into the three types: MANAGER, INITIATOR, or 
RESPONDER. I will have to do that myself, and will turn it around as soon as possible upon 
receiving the data files. 
Call me at (208) 885-7994 (days) or (208) 882-0925 (evenings/weekends) if I can assist you further. 
Good luck! 
Sincerely, 
1033 El Cajon 
Moscow, Id 83843 
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RESEARCH & EVALUATION 
DeKalb County Sehoolt 
Georgia 
May 2, 1994 
Ms. Mary Hill 
Jim Cherry Center 
DeKalb County School System 
Dear Ms. Hill: 
You have permission to conduct research in DeKalb Schools on The Effect of Principals’ 
Leadership Styles on Teachers' Attitudes Toward Inclusion of Handicapped Students in the 
Regular Classroom. I understand that this research is for your doctoral dissertation at Clark 
Atlanta University. 
I have a copy of the instruments that you intend to use: "The Attitudes Toward Inclusion Scale," 
and "The Change Facilitator Styles Questionnaire." Please let me know if any part of the 
methodology of this study changes. 
You may include a copy of this letter in your packets to principals and teachers. I wish you well 
in this endeavor; and I look forward to reading the results of your study. 
cc: Bo Clark 
Don Gaddie 
Joyce Zachow 
Dunwoody Comer • 4680 ChamblM Dunwoody Road • Dunwoody, Georgia 30338 • (404) 3B3-B240 
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Dear Teacher: 
I am a doctoral candidate at Clark Atlanta University, 
working on my dissertation in educational leadership. The 
topic I am researching is "The Effects of Principals' Lead¬ 
ership Styles on Teachers' Attitudes Toward the Inclusion of 
Special Education Students in the Regular Classroom." 
This area of education is important because of the ramifica¬ 
tions inclusion may have upon the regular classrooms. It is 
also important that administrators, as well as teachers, be 
knowledgeable of the concept of inclusion. 
I would appreciate it if you would complete the attached 
survey and return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope by May 24, 1994. With your support and cooperation 
in this matter, this research project may produce evidence 
of the practicality of inclusion as a viable school program. 
If you have any questions or would like additional informa¬ 
tion regarding this research project, I may be reached at 
325-3011, ext. 239. I will be happy to share my findings 
upon the conclusion of this study. 
Sincerely, 
Mary L. Hill 
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Dear Principal: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University, working 
on my dissertation in educational leadership. The topic I 
am researching is "The Effects of Principals' Leadership 
Styles on Teachers' Attitudes Toward the Inclusion of 
Special Education Students in the Regular Classroom." 
This area of education is important because of the ramifica¬ 
tions inclusion may have upon the regular classrooms. It is 
also important that administrators, as well as teachers, be 
knowledgeable of the concept of inclusion. 
I would appreciate it if you would complete the attached 
survey and return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope by May 31, 1994. With your support and cooperation 
in this matter, this research project may produce evidence 
of the practicality of inclusion as a viable school program. 
If you have any questions or would like additional informa¬ 
tion regarding this research project, I may be reached at 
325-3011, ext. 239. I will be happy to share my findings 
upon the conclusion of this study. 
Sincerely, 
Mary L. Hill 
Doctoral Student 
APPENDIX B 
ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY 
Demographic Information 
Please answer the following questions: 
Gender : 
  Female 
  Male 
Age : 
  21-30 years 
  31-40 years 
  41-50 years 
  51-60 years 
Educational training: 
  Bachelors degree 
  Masters degree 
  Educational specialist degree 
  Ph.D. or Ed.D. 
Number of years of professional teaching experience 
(including this year): 
  years 
Number of special education classes you have completed 
  classes 
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Do you now have special education students who are included 
into one or more of your classes? 
  No 
  Yes 
Have you had previous experience in inclusion of handicapped 
students in your classes? 
  No 
Yes 
Attitudes Toward Inclusion 
The term inclusion refers to the commitment to educate each 
child, to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and 
classroom he or she would otherwise attend if not disabled. 
It involves bringing the support services to the child 
(rather than moving the child to the services) and requires 
only that the child will benefit from being in the class 
(rather than having to keep up with the other students). 
There are four possible choices for each statement. Please 
indicate which choice matches YOUR OPINION for each state¬ 
ment according to the following scale: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 
4 = Strongly Agree 
1. In general inclusion is a desirable practice. 
2. All students should have the right to be in 
regular classrooms. 
3. It is feasible to teach gifted, normal, and 
mentally impaired students in the same class. 
4. Educable mentally impaired students should be in 
regular classrooms. 
5. Visually handicapped students who can read 
standard printed material should be in regular 
classrooms. 
6. Blind students who cannot read standard printed 
material should be in regular classrooms. 
7. Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, 
should be in regular classrooms. 
8. Deaf students should be in regular classrooms. 
9. Students with traumatic brain injuries should be 
in regular classrooms. 
10. Physically handicapped students confined to 
wheelchairs should be in regular classrooms. 
11. Physically handicapped students not confined to 
wheelchairs should be in regular classrooms. 
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1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 
4 = Strongly Agree 
12. Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control 
movement of one or more limbs should be in regular 
class rooms. 
13. Students who stutter should be in regular class¬ 
rooms . 
14. Students with speech difficult to understand 
should be in regular classrooms. 
15. Students with epilepsy should be in regular class¬ 
rooms . 
16. Students with diabetes should be in regular class¬ 
rooms . 
17. Students diagnosed as autistic should be in 
regular classrooms. 
18. Students with behavior disorders who cannot 
readily control their own behavior should be in 
regular classrooms. 
19. Students who present persistent discipline 
problems should be in regular classrooms. 
20. Inclusion will be sufficiently successful to be 
retained as a required educational practice. 
21. Regular education teachers should have classroom 
assistance from special education teachers. 
22. Regular education teachers should be able to 
handle physical problems that may occur as a 
result of a student's handicap. 
23. Class size should remain the same regardless of 
the number of special education students in the 
class. 
24. Regular education teachers should receive addi¬ 
tional inservice training prior to inclusion of 
special education students in their classrooms. 
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Please include any additional comments you may have regard¬ 
ing inclusion into regular education classrooms. (Use the 
reverse side if more room is needed.) 
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS INSTRUMENT 
APPENDIX C 
CHANGE FACILITATOR STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE 
School: 
Date: 
On the following pages is a list of short phrases that 
describe different activities, goals, and emphases that 
principals and other leaders can have. Studies have shown 
that different people place different emphases on each of 
these behaviors and that there is an overall pattern or 
style that is unique to each. 
This questionnaire is a way to estimate the emphasis that is 
given to different leadership activities. It has been 
designed to be a way to help leaders analyze what they are 
doing. There is no right or wrong way; however, there do 
seem to be some patterns. 
In this instance, you should consider the leadership/ 
facilitating activities of your principal. 
Note that some of the items in this questionnaire refer to 
how this person is working in relation to a particular 
program or innovation. For those items please think about 
your principal's role with inclusion. 
The term inclusion refers to the commitment to educate each 
child, to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and 
classroom he or she would otherwise attend if not disabled. 
It involves bringing the support services to the child 
(rather than moving the child to the services) and requires 
only that the child will benefit from being in the class 
(rather than having to keep up with the other students). 
Also, some of the items are similar to other items. This is 
done deliberately in a questionnaire of this type. By 
having similar items, each item can be less complex and it 
is possible for you to complete the questionnaire in a 
minimum amount of time. 
Ill 
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Please read each phrase and use the following scale points 
to rate the degree of emphasis given to each by your 
principal. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Never or Rarely Seldom Sometimes Often Always or 
not tru v ry true 
1. Is friendly when we talk to him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. Knows a lot about teaching and 
curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. Procedures and rules are clearly 
spelled out. 
4. Discusses school problems in a 
productive way. 
5. Seems to be disorganized at times. 
6. Shares many ideas for improving 
teaching and learning. 
7. Plans and procedures are introduced 
at the last moment. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. Keeps everyone informed about 
procedures. 
9. S/he is heavily involved in what 
is happening with teachers and 
students . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. Proposes loosely defined solutions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. Is primarily concerned about how 
teachers feel. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. Asks questions about what teachers 
are doing in their classrooms. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. Has few concrete ideas for 
improvement. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. Provides guidelines for efficient 
operation of the school. 
15. Supports his/her teachers when it 
really counts. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
















16. Allocation of resources is 
disorganized. 1 
17. Efficient and smooth running of the 
school is his/her priority. 1 
18. Uses many sources to learn more 
about the program/innovation. 1 
19. Being accepted by teachers is very 
important to him/her. 1 
20. S/he sees the connection between 
the day-to-day activities and moving 
toward a long-term goal. 1 
21. Knows very little about programs 
and/or innovations. 1 
22. Is skilled at organizing resources 
and schedules. 1 
23. Has an incomplete view about the 
future of his/her school. 1 
24. Attending to feelings and 
perceptions is his/her first 
priority. 1 
25. Explores issues in a loosely 
structured way. 1 
26. Chats socially with teachers. 1 
27. Delays making decisions to the last 
possible moment. 1 
28. Focuses on issues of limited 
importance. 1 
29. Takes the lead when problems must 
be solved. 1 
30. Has a clear picture of where the 
school is going. 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 1 3 4 5 6 
114 
1. Are there other key things that your principal does 
that you see as being important aspects of how s/he 
facilitates the school? If so, please describe them 
here. 
2. Any other ideas or suggestions about how to look at the 
principal's role in facilitating improvements? 
Thank you! 
APPENDIX D 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
Characteristic 
Teachers 
(n = 256) 
Number Percent 
Principals 
(n = 20) 
Number Percent 
Gender : 
Female 230 89.9 4 20.0 
Male 26 10.2 16 80 .0 
Age: 
21-30 67 26 .2 0 0.0 
31-40 72 28.1 0 0 .0 
41-50 89 34.8 14 70.0 
51-60 28 10.9 6 30.0 
Education : 
Bachelor's 89 34.8 0 0 .0 
Master ' s 140 54.7 5 25.0 
Education 
specialist 23 9.0 11 55.0 
Doctorate 4 1.6 4 20 .0 
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APPENDIX E 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS 
ON THE CHANGE FACILITATOR STYLE QUESTIONAIRE 
This appendix shows the frequency distribution of 
responses of the teachers on the Change Facilitator Style 
Questionnaire (CFSQ). Teachers could choose from the 
responses below: 
1 = Never or not true 
2 = Rarely 
3 = Seldom 
4 = Sometimes 
5 = Often 
6 = Always or very true 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS ON CHANGE FACILITATOR STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE (N = 256) 
Item 
Never or 
not true Rarely Seldom Sometimes Often 
Always or 
very true 




































































6. Shares many ideas for improving 













7. Plans and procedures are intro¬ 



























9. S/he is heavily involved in what 




















not true Rarely Seldom Sometimes Often 
Always or 
very true 




























12. Asks questions about what teachers 



























14. Provides guidelines for efficient 













15. Supports his/her teachers when 



























17. Efficient and smooth running of 













18. Uses many sources to learn more 
















not true Rarely Seldom Sometimes Often 
Always or 
very true 
19. Being accepted by teachers is 













20. S/he sees the connection between 
the day-to-day activities and 









































23. Has an incomplete view about the 













24. Attending to feelings and 








































27. Delays making decisions to the 

















Never or Always or 
Item not true Rarely Seldom Sometimes Often very true 




























30. Has a clear picture of where the 


















FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS 
TO ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY 
This appendix shows the frequency distribution of 
responses of the teachers on the Attitude Toward Inclusion 
(ATI) Inventory. Teachers could choose from the responses 
below: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 
4 = Strongly Agree 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY (N = 256) 
Item 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 


















3. It is feasible to teach gifted, normal, and 









4. Educable mentally impaired students should be 









5. Visually handicapped students who can read 










6. Blind students who cannot read standard printed 









7. Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, 

















9. Students with traumatic brain injuries should 















Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
10. Physically handicapped students confined to 









11. Physically handicapped students not confined to 









12. Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control 




















14. Students with speech difficult to understand 







































18. Students with behavior disorders who cannot 
readily control their own behavior should be 













19. Students who present persistent discipline 
problems should be in regular classrooms. 
20. Inclusion will be sufficiently successful to 
be retained as a required educational practice. 
21. Regular education teachers should have class¬ 
room assistance from special education teachers. 
22. Regular education teachers should be able to 
handle physical problems that may occur as a 
result of a student's handicap. 
23. Class size should remain the same regardless of 
the nurnber of special education students in the 
class. 
24. Regular education teachers should receive addi¬ 
tional inservice training prior to inclusion of 
special education students in their classrooms. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
91 124 37 4 
(35.5%) (48.4%) (14.5%) ( 1.6%) 
39 82 115 4 
(15.4%) (32.4%) (45.5%) ( 6.7%) 
6 10 107 133 
( 2.3%) ( 3.9%) (41.8%) (52.0%) 
42 98 81 34 
(16.5%) (38.4%) (31.8%) (13.3%) 
175 62 10 9 
(68.4%) (24.2%) ( 3.9%) ( 3.5%) 
10 7 59 178 






FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS 
TO ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY 
This appendix shows the frequency distribution of 
responses of the principals on the Attitude Toward Inclusion 
(ATI) Inventory. Principals could choose from the responses 
below: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Agree 
4 = Strongly Agree 
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF PRINCIPALS TO ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY (N = 20) 
Item 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 


















3. It is feasible to teach gifted, normal, and 









4. Educable mentally impaired students should be 









5. Visually handicapped students who can read 










6. Blind students who cannot read standard printed 









7. Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, 

















9. Students with traumatic brain injuries should 














10. Physically handicapped students confined to 
wheelchairs should be in regular classrooms. 
11. Physically handicapped students not confined to 
wheelchairs should be in regular classrooms. 
12. Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control 
movement of one or more limbs should be in 
regular classrooms. 
13. Students who stutter should be in regular 
classrooms. 
14. Students with speech difficult to understand 
should be in regular classrooms. 
15. Students with epilepsy should be in regular 
classrooms. 
16. Students with diabetes should be in regular 
classrooms. 
17. Students diagnosed as autistic should be in 
regular classrooms. 
18. Students with behavior disorders who cannot 
readily control their own behavior should be 
in regular classrooms. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
2 1 10 7 
(10.0%) ( 5.0%) (50.0%) (35.0%) 
2 9 9 0 
(10.0%) (45.0%) (45.0%) ( 0.0%) 
3 5 11 1 
(15.0%) (25.0%) (55.0%) ( 5.0%) 
1 7 12 0 
( 5.0%) (35.0%) (60.0%) ( 0.0%) 
1 3 7 9 
( 5.0%) (15.0%) (35.0%) (45.0%) 
1 7 12 0 
( 5.0%) (35.0%) (60.0%) ( 0.0%) 
1 7 12 0 
( 5.0%) (35.0%) (60.0%) ( 0.0%) 
3 9 8 0 
(15.0%) (45.0%) (40.0%) ( 0.0%) 
4 9 7 0 





Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
19. Students who present persistent discipline 









20. Inclusion will be sufficiently successful to 









21. Regular education teachers should have class¬ 









22. Regular education teachers should be able to 
handle physical problems that may occur as a 









23. Class size should remain the same regardless of 










24. Regular education teachers should receive addi¬ 
tional inservice training prior to inclusion of 














TEACHERS' COMMENTS REGARDING INCLUSION 
The following comments were made by teachers concerning 
inclusion. 
1. I have worked with blind, deaf, regular ed, gifted & 
multihandicapped. I think inclusion only works if all 
appropriate resources are provided. The cost is tre¬ 
mendous & I don’t see that everything needed would be 
provided. The more severe the handicap (especially as 
related to normal mental capacity) the more a child 
benefits from a separate learning environment with a 
specially trained teacher and small classes. If the 
child has physical disabilities but normal mental func¬ 
tioning then the regular classroom is more appropriate 
(I have a cp friend who is a personnel director for a 
large company). This would also apply to deaf, blind, 
etc. I am now seeing placement of special ed. students 
in the classroom for "social" reasons by parents. I 
think this is the wrong reason. A child should be 
developed in all areas to be the best they can be. I 
think gifted students greatly benefit from a pullout 
program. 
Interesting survey —> I think some special ed students 
will lose ground with inclusion. 
2. I feel that inclusion should be a possibility or option 
for special education but not required by law. Every 
special ed student should be evaluated on an individual 
basis and his/her educational plan formulated to meets 
[sic] his/her special needs. 
The needs of regular classroom students and teachers 
need to be taken into consideration also. Due to the 
tremendous amount of time and energy that our regular 
teachers presently have to give to our regular students 
to fulfill their emotional, academic, social, physical, 
and behavioral needs, I really hate to see more stress 
put upon them. These regular teachers and students 




3. I feel that inclusion into the regular education class¬ 
rooms is wonderful for everyone involved. However, 
having had the experience of working in this capacity 
this year, I feel that great emphasis should be placed 
on identifying the roles and responsibilities of every¬ 
one involved. 
4. Inclusion seems to work well for students with physical 
handicaps or mild mental handicaps. From what I have 
seen and read—it does not work at all for those who 
are behaviorally or emotionally handicapped. In fact, 
it seems to "handicap" the regular students when chil¬ 
dren with severe emotional or behavioral problems are 
placed with them. The system has gone to a lot of 
trouble to identify and remove these students for the 
benefit of all—I resent the fact that they are being 
placed back in and we're told that we have to deal with 
it. 
5. I think inclusion of special education students into 
regular education classroom is a good idea. However, I 
made a couple of symbols that I would like to comment 
on. If this is to [be] implemented, teachers must be 
trained in how to deal with possible problems that 
could arise. I do not have a problem having disabled 
students (mental or physical) in my classroom, but I 
need to know what to do in the case of a seizure or 
fall. I also feel that I need training in how to help 
a visually or audially disabled child to succeed in my 
classroom. Students need to get used to having differ¬ 
ent types of people and their disabilities around them, 
but I feel preparation both physically and the before 
mentioned training should be implemented before some of 
these students come into the classroom so they will 
have the fullest chance of success. 
APPENDIX I 
PRINCIPALS' COMMENTS REGARDING INCLUSION 
The following comments were made by principals concern¬ 
ing inclusion. 
1. Inclusion is important but I do not feel it is for all 
students. I believe the vast majority of special 
education students could be served as well or better in 
a regular education classroom if two things happen. 
First, teachers need to be taught how to teach all the 
children in the classroom and second, the class size 
needs to be reduced so that teachers have more time to 
spend giving individual help and support. 
2. There will always be a need for a special education 
pull-out model if we are to educate all students in 
their least restrictive environments. Depending on 
their disability or the extent of their disability the 
regular class may not be the appropriate educational 
setting. Some students need specialized assistance in 
small settings to maximize the chances for becoming 
productive citizens. 
However, whenever feasible students with disabilities 
should be taught in the regular classroom fulltime with 
assistance provided for the regular teacher. If full¬ 
time placement is not appropriate, then the special 
education student should be mainstreamed for the maxi¬ 
mum time the student is able to be successful in the 
regular program. 
I strongly believe that students with uncontrolable 
[sic] behavior and/or discipline problems, more so than 
any other disabled students, should be completely 
removed from the classroom. These students should be 
allowed to be mainstreamed whenever they have proven 
they are able to handle some regular placement. These 
students will make it difficult for any form of inclu¬ 
sion to be successful. In this situation no one wins— 
not the regular students, Special Education students 
participating in inclusion, nor the Emotional Behavior 
Disordered/disciplinary problem students. 
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3. Some of the questions were difficult to respond to 
because there are many factors that will be a part of 
successful inclusion. If the regular education teacher 
is supported with sufficient help in working with the 
special education students included in her classroom. 
If not this will take away from the instruction of the 
regular education program. 
4. Inclusion will only be successful if class size is 
sufficiently reduced. 
5. Inclusion in some specific Special Education areas is 
advisable. However, to categorize all Special Educa¬ 
tion for inclusion will create an impossible situation 
for students and teachers in the regular classroom. 
APPENDIX J 
TEACHERS' COMMENTS REGARDING THEIR PRINCIPALS 
The following are comments from teachers regarding 
their principals. 
Question : Are there other key things that your principal 
does that you see as being important aspects of how s/he 
facilitates the school? If so, please describe them here. 
1. A principal should have a balance in carrying out 
academic goals for the children, as well as supporting 
the faculty and staff in their quest to achieve well- 
rounded education. The parent and/or family structure 
must be considered and a stronger attempt should be 
made for accomplishing a three cord rope (educator- 
child-parent) . 
2. She is very personable and you will see her receiving 
hugs from students, parents, and staff almost daily. 
We know she cares for us and the school. 
3. Often does not appear consistent with teacher expecta¬ 
tions. Teachers are often reminded that they need to 
grow beyond regular classroom teacher status (is every¬ 
one to become administrators?), while a great many 
unprofessional teacher practices/attitudes appear to be 
accepted ! 
4. The principal here seems to be one thats [sic] not as 
strong as he should be when it comes to controlling his 
staff & faculty. He needs to have more discipline in 
the building. 
5. Has a very humanistic, caring approach to education 
including all children, all parents, and all teachers. 
6. Our principal makes all information available to us 
first-hand. Her caring and sharing attitude makes our 
school a family. She is concerned about the students 




7. Very involved in all school activities. 
8. Our principal creates a friendly but disciplined 
atmosphere that encourages us to be on our toes and 
also to be conscious of others [sic] needs. 
9. Sense of humor, keeps channels open, even when there 
might be disagreement. 
10. The principal at our school is very organized in her 
efforts to carry the school to excellence. 
11. My principal goes out of her way to make sure every 
child, whatever their abilities are, feels special and 
noticed. I don't know how she does it. 
Question ; Any other ideas or suggestions about how to look 
at the principal's role in facilitating improvements? 
1. Expectations and vision for children as productive 
citizens should be the goal. A foundation of strong 
discipline, new educational challenges from teachers 
and parents and students could be explored to make for 
a better production (i.e., grants, alternative curric¬ 
ulum, consistent disciplinary guidelines, etc.). 
2. If there is a problem, she attacks it for resolution. 
She is dedicated, loyal, and a true leader. We love 
her and hope she is not transferred away from us. 
3. Needs input from staff—should listen to staff 
suggestions. 
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